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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
The American community college has long borne the brunt and responsibility of 
serving under-prepared students in higher education. For the most part there is an open-
door policy, which means they accept any high school graduate or adult who walks 
through the doors. For years community colleges have been providing developmental or 
remedial courses to entering students who do not possess the skills needed for academic 
success in college (Roueche, 1990). Tinto (1987) indicated that in American higher 
education, beginning students are more likely to leave their initial institution than stay. 
These students will leave their first institution without receiving a degree, and 
approximately 75% of these students who leave initially will not receive a degree (two or 
four year program). In fact, about four out often will not ever complete any degree from 
college. 
Going to college may be a rough ride and the passenger is often either an eighteen 
year old or an adult in a transitional time of life. Freshmen are generally faced with the 
basic problems of adjustment; fitting in with a new group, finding people who share 
beliefs, missing their families and just trying to understand the college system. The first 
semester of the freshman year is the most critical time for this transition. Therefore, the 
1 
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main task of higher education institutions may be to improve emotional and social 
conditions of the student. These problems are often unidentified and troublesome, yet can 
adversely affect success in higher education. The community college has become a 
passageway for many first time generation students, at-risk students, and students needing 
any type of remediation. Many programs are available to offset the initial problems of 
college if the student will take advantage. · Noel, Levitz, Saluri, and Associates (1985) 
believed that most dropout prone students often made their decisions to leave the 
institution the first six weeks of classes. Data suggested a tremendous financial 
opportunity deficit for all of higher education. If simply one-half of these could be 
retained, a tremendous impact would be seen both for the institutions and quality of life 
for the students. 
All problems will probably never be solved, yet administrators.can implement 
policy to circumvent many obstacles that occur during a students' life at college. 
Conµnunity college leaders in the years ahead must get more and more serious about the 
need to build policies consistent with the needs of students who enroll in the open-door 
institutions (Roueche, 1990). These policies need to promote success in both retention 
and achievement. "We c~nnot direct the wind but we can adjust the sails" (Tracy-
Mumford, 1994). 
The two-year public college has experienced the highest attrition rate of any higher 
education group (Jones, 1986). Student departure has many forms and arises from a 
diversity of sources. It is very complex, yet it is possible to identify a number of causes 
for ~tudent withdrawal from higher education. For example, incongruency may arise when 
a· stJdent perceived demands that were too difficult for their abilities or commitment and 
3 
the~efore a mismatch resulted. Students who find congruency through some type of social 
or *ademic integration will be more successful in persisting into college life (Crockett, 
1978). 
I 
The main task is to provide the emotional condition or climate for the student that 
is conducive for persisting to the goals that the student has set forth. Many programs are 
a av:ailable if students are willing to take advantage of them such as time management, 
study habits, financial aid workshops, mentoring, etc. There have beenseveral studies 
focJsed on retention with results that assist students, yet does not provide the quick cure 
or fix that we diligently seek. 
Statement of the Problem 
Many small colleges encounter problems retaining students. There are both 
financial losses to the institutions of higher education as well as the personal losses 
resu~ting from students' failure to complete their initial career aspirations due to 
withdrawal from college. Education is progressive in nature and the mission for many 
higher education institutions is to provide a lifelong learning process for its constituents. 
With approximately 50% attrition nationwide, many institutions have trouble financially 
providing the quality programs of education that are expected by the consumers that walk 
through the doors. Therefore, there is a need to know student attitudes toward factors 
related to student retention. 
4 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to determine and compare student satisfaction with 
sel~cted academic and institutional factors at Eastern Oklahoma State College from 1995 
to 1'998. 
Objectives of the Study 
In order to accomplish the purpose of this study, the following objectives were 
formulated. 
1. To measure and determine if there were differences in student attitudes toward 
selected academic and institutional factors at mid-second semester and at graduation. 
2. To measure and determine if there were differences in student attitudes of 
traditional and non-traditional students toward selected academic and institutional factors 
at mid-second semester and at graduation. 
3. To measure and determine if there were differences in student attitudes of 
agriculture and non-agriculture students toward selected academic and institutional· 
factors at mid-second semester.and at.graduation. 
4. To identify major reasons for student withdrawal from Eastern Oklahoma State 
College. 
Background 
Eastern Oklahoma State College is a rural two-year state supported community 
col~ege in southeastern Oklahoma. In 1992, the president of Eastern Oklahoma State 
5 
Coll,ge appointed a retention committee. The committee had campus-wide representation 
and embraced the challenge to make recommendations for the administration to consider 
I 
to improve retention. One of the first recommendations was to enact an intrusive advising 
system for students by faculty:· Within a few years, retention had risen from 50 % to 
56%'. This was encouraging, yet the committee felt that other initiatives could be explored 
to continue to enhance retention rates. Therefore, this study will review sonie of the 
. . 
major factors, that·may affect retention, that has been under consideration by the 
committee and theresearcher. 
· Scope of the Study 
The study included students that attended Eastern Oklahoma State College (main 
campus) from 1995 to 1998. All students were given the opportunity to participate by 
completing one of the standardized surveys provided by the American College Testing 
Program. The students were surveyed for their attitudes (levels of satisfaction) at one or 
two of three points of their college experience. They were surveyed at mid-second 
seme$ter, and at graduation or withdrawal. A convenient sample method was used for 
. samp'ting the student population by surveying the English II classes at mid-second 
semester. The survey used at this point was the Student Opinion Survey. In addition, the 
Outcomes Survey was utilized to obtain perceptions ~d attitudes ~f students at 
graduation with the counseling staff. However, if a student officially withdrew from the 
institution, they completed the Withdrawal/Nonreturning Student Survey to indicate their 
i 
reaso;ns for leaving. Both traditional and non-traditional· students as well as agriculture 
' . 
I 
; 
and tjon-agriculture students were compared. 
6 
Assumptions and Limitations of the Study 
The respondents were students at Eastern Oklahoma State College. Conclusions 
were drawn and limited to a convenient sample from that population. The basic 
assumption was that students sincerely completed the surveys (instrument) and were 
truthful. 
Other institutions were not studied; however, it was assumed that these findings 
could be useful for other rural two-year public schools in the mid-western section of the 
Unit~d States. Also, the American College Testing Program survey series was reliable and 
provided valid information for studying retention. 
Definitions 
The following terms are defined as used in this study: 
Retention - the ability to keep the students ofan institution long enough to meet 
their !educational needs (U. S. Department of Education, 1992). 
! . 
Attrition - a gradual, natural reduction in the number of students at an institution 
or students leaving programs before achieving completion (Brunswick Foundation, 1982). 
Dropouts - students who fail to complete their college goal within a specified 
period of time, and do not anticipate returning to an institution. of higher education. 
Persisters - students who continue and achieve their degree or program. 
Non-persisters - students who discontinue enrollment and does not achieve their 
educational objective at the same institution. 
7 
Stop-outs - students who leave the institution with the intent of returning at a later 
time. 
Transfers - students who leave one institution of higher education to attend 
another institution. 
Academic satisfaction - satisfaction with the quality of education at the institution 
(Johnson and Richardson,·Jr., 1986). 
Academic performance - students' actual grade point average (Johnson and 
i 
Rich;ardson, Jr., 1986). 
Academic integration - students who are interested, motivated, involved, and 
returning to school or completing a degree or program (Johnson and Richardson, Jr., 
198q). 
External factors - those outside entities of the institution that may effect the 
students decision to return to college (Johnson and Richardson, Jr., 1986). 
Practical value - the degree to which one's education is believed useful for getting 
a job'. (Johnson and Richardson, Jr., 1986) . 
. Traditional-aged students- students in a two-year school less than 20 years of age 
. for freshmen and 21 years of age for graduates. 
Non-traditional students - students in a two-year school 20 years of age or older 
for freshmen and 21 years of age or older for graduates. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction 
Aprominent emphasis in research literature has been upon the relative impact of 
several factors which were correlated to student attrition (Astin, 1975, Noel, Levitz, 
Saluri, and Associates, 1985; Tinto, 1993). Within this review of the literature have been 
portrayed some of the factors related to student attrition, retention, and departure. One of 
the!most integral factors for faculty members was the notion of importance for students 
1 . 
and faculty to interact. Fox (1985) and Terenzini and Pascarella (1980) reported research 
ind:icating that student retention rates were affected by student and faculty interaction. 
The review of literature has presented related studies that have reported impact on student 
retention. 
Traditional students (18~22 years of age) are decreasing at a steady rate. 
Therefore, the number of non-traditional students affects retention rates now more than 
ever and relates to many other factors both institutionally and individually. Bean and 
Metzner (1985) developed a model of persistence for the nontraditional students which 
focused on financial and work conditions. Tinto's model (1975, 1987) related social 
relations and academic integration as integral factors for attrition. However, other factors 
8 
9 
sue~ as educational goal orientations, family background, finances, and jobs were apparent 
i 
in their effects on retention. Noel, et al. (1985); and Levitz and Noel (1989) indicated 
thati a student's impression of a campus and campus life during the first few weeks of 
' . 
' 
clas$es affects his or her entire educational experience at that college. In particular, a 
students' self-esteem can be ·greatly influenced during this time period. Therefore, the 
students' attitude toward both academic and institutional matters have presented 
' 
the~selves to be a major concern for higher education. The following sections are 
I 
dev6ted to reporting the literature reviewed with regard to student retention or 
withdrawal. 
Relationship of Academic Factors on Retention 
,Predictors of Academic Success 
Many researchers have tried to find better predictors of college performance and 
persistence in college, and many have given their predictions toward students staying in 
coll~ge. From an academic perspective, we may think oflooking at certain predictors to 
help[us target the departing student. High school GPA (grade point average), ACT· 
I . . . 
scores, or SAT scores have been somewhat helpful in identifying potential retention 
problem students. Many students have entered college with little knowledge of their 
direction. If they h~ve had a poor performance in high schooi or no · direction, then they 
may not have the adequate motivational force to achieve the C- GPA or better (Gordon 
and Polsan, 1985; Tidey and Tidey, 1980). Astin (1975) indicated that persistence and 
' 
undergraduate grade point average (GPA) were more closely related than any other single 
10 
fact9r studied for predicting retention. If one could predict persistence by only using one 
or tio factors, then life would be more simple in the arena of higher education retention. 
Astin (1975) again suggested that dropouts clearly displayed an increased chance 
of a*rition as high school grades decreased. Rank in class followed high school grades as 
' 
the best predictor of college persistence, except for blacks attending predominantly white 
< 
colleges. The predictive strength of ACT /SAT scores was consistently smaller than high 
I . 
' 
scho:Ol grades for college retention. The American College Testing Program (1992) data 
indi~ated that as SAT scores decreased there was an observed increase in attrition. SAT 
scores greater thari 1100 yielded only 8.0% attrition, while scores less than 700 depicted 
45.5% dropouts. Using ACT and high school grades, Baird (1969) found that one could 
predict college grade point average with moderate success. Furthermore, Rossman and 
Kirk ( 1970) concluded that persisters had higher verbal SAT scores than those that 
withdrew. 
' 
Importance of Social and Academic 
Integration to Retention 
Both academics and social life are major areas of concern for retention. The "fit" 
between social and academic factors has been reported by several researchers as an 
; . . 
important situation that impacts persistence in higher education. Factors that seemed to 
result in persistence from college appeared to be similar to Durkheim's factors for suicide 
in so~iety. This was consistent with the thought that when people have stronger 
relatipnships with other people they have higher chances to persist in society. This parallel 
from!Durkheim relates to staying in college for students (Halpin, 1990). Astin (1975) 
11 
related the importance of the student-institutional "fit" and suggested that it was critical so 
students did not experience the excess stress of"culture shock" because oflimited 
backgrounds, under preparedness, etc. Many times small-town high achieving students 
were only average in large institutions. This may depress the academic integration and 
cause the student to change schools or dropout completely. To make this "fit" work 
successfully, the students needed to find his/her match to an institution that would enhance 
both their social and academic needs. 
Tinto (1975) described attrition as a series of changing commitments affecting 
students integration and ultimately the dedsion to persist or withdraw. Factors such as 
background and the ability to integrate both socially and academically were vital when 
predicting withdrawal or persistence. Pascarella and Terenzini (1983) indicated that 
academic integration had a positive influence on persistence, especially with low levels of 
social integration. As social integration increased, the influence of academic integration 
became oflesser importance. As students found their "fit" both socially and academically, 
they:became more settled·into college life and tended to concentrate on their goal 
commitments and thus persisted with a greater magnitude. 
If students did not find their "niche" in the higher education arena, it seemed to be 
from a multitude of causes. In most cases, when the student could not cope with either 
the social or academic demands, they encountered various forms of stress. Academic 
difficulties, social isolation, and sheer sense of bewilderment were the real obstacles for 
. the ipdividual student. Some were simply unable to get through the trials during very 
early college careers (Christie and Dinham, 1991). In addition, Tinto (1987) found that 
adjustment and change was often painful and sometimes difficult. It may have been a 
12 
i 
que~tion of rearranging goals for a period of time or acquiring skills to a new situation. 
Adjustment was usually stressful when going to college because it involved both academic 
andisocial acclamations. Both traditional ahd nontraditional students fought these j . 
adj~stments from their own perspective. 
I 
Students that have had problems with the feelings of isolation have lacked the 
ability to find the sense of connectedness or belonging. Kohut ( 1984) found that 
co~ectedness may have emerged during adolescence and extended further throughout 
life. In order for one to be comfortable and confident with self, they should not have been 
thre~tened by isolation or felt alone .(belonging). By having this companionship it helped 
one to maintain positive feelings and identify with those perceived as different and self 
Marngoni and Ickes (1989) indicated that loneliness was characterized by subjective 
averlsive experience and was related to a deficit social relationship.· Furthermore, a 
perc:eived social support was a reflection of social and self-environment much like 
belohgingness, or loneliness. Belongingness leaned toward the thought of self, while 
perc~ived social support indicated appropriate social environment. Belongingness was a 
I 
developmental process, whereas loneliness was related to experiences. In addition, 
: . . . . 
loneiiness was a possible result of the lack of belongingness (Russell, Cutrona, Rose, and 
. . . . 
Yurko, 1984). However, to overcome this feeling ofisolation many adults in the 
. ' 
educational setting may have.their needs satisfied through ambitions and the desire for 
accdmplishment (Lee and Robbins, 1995). 
: When studying factors that deterred this social and academic integration, one 
I 
found that they were numerous. Morrisey (1971) presented six non-intellective variables 
for an impact on withdrawal or persistence. They included family independence, family 
. 13 
social status, independence as an individual, liberalism, peer independence, and gender. A 
positive relationship to persistence was derived from family social status, independence, 
I 
liberalism and peer independence. It would stand to reason that these tie together as 
variables for an individual being persistent and adhering to their goals and commitments. 
How Faculty-Student Interaction Relates to Retention 
I mentioned earlier that one of the main focal points in this review is to look at the 
I 
interJction of faculty and students. Hopefully, if there is greater availability of faculty to 
students during non-class time, then students wiU interact and use faculty as both advisors 
.and mentors. As early as 1969, Chickering reported the importance of informal 
interaction between faculty and students beyond the classroom as a significant factor in the 
retention and development of students. Also, Chickering ( 1969) noted that close faculty-
student interaction were principle determinants for retention. In addition, Flannery (1973) 
proposed personalizing the education process to take away barriers between faculty/staff 
and students to improve retention. 
As stated earlier in the Social/ Academic Integration section, it was felt that 
students who felt more comfortable with faculty had a better chance of persistence. Jacob 
(1957) studied 22 institutions to determine students' values toward persistence. The 
findings exhibited homogeneity between faculty and students for high expectation of 
students and frequency of faculty/student informal contact. Furthermore, Tinto (1987) 
sugge~ted that student and faculty informal interaction increased a students degree of 
acadeµiic and social integration, resulting in the student's increased chances of staying at 
the institution. It has been proposed that the frequency of student informal contact with 
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faculty outside of class was positively associated with persistence (Pascarella and 
i 
Teren.zini, 1976; Spady, 1971). Finally, Tinto (1987) referred to the classroom as learning 
com~unities. Students' time, especially commuters, was mostly spent on campus in the 
classr;oom. The academic community was noted to have small group communities within 
the classroom for interaction and involvement. 
' 
Research has found that persistence in college was positively related to contact 
with faculty (Pascarella and Terenzini, 1991). Even though, some of the faculty functions 
incluqed advising, teaching, research, public relations; etc: Beal and Noel (1980) 
. . 
identified effective teaching as related to student retention. Furthermore; they reported 
that scholarly and professional·activities·for faculty sometimes were seen as taking too 
much :time away from the faculty-student contact. It was difficult ta find the proper 
balanGe in a faculty member's list of responsibilities. However, Kramer (1995) concluded 
that regardless of the institution's mission or size, faculty was an integral part of the 
advisipg process. Astin ( 1977) depicted three items of relationships between faculty and 
studertts. They included personal contact, advice, and guidance. 
Wilson, Gaff, Dienst, Wood and Bavry (1975)reported that students engaging in a 
. . . . 
high f~equency of informal interaction with faculty differ from their classmates. They had 
more intellectual, artistic, and cultural interests common with faculty. These same 
students further indicated.a higher satisfaction with their college experiences. 
Furthermore, it has been suggested that. career decisions was an area of student 
develqpment and was influenced highly if there was a close faculty-student interaction 
: . . . . . 
(Feldqian and Newcomb, 1969). Pascarella and Terenzini (1979) found that a student 
who received quality support from.a faculty or staff member increased the chance of 
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per~istence. Not only did academic factors come into consideration, but extrinsic 
I 
academic performance and intrinsic rewards for personal intellectual growth were reached 
with informal relationships with faculty (Spady, 1970). 
One interesting note was that Grafton and Roy ( 1981) indicated community 
college students who had failed at four-year schools depended more on faculty and staff 
the ~econd time around at the community college and upon returning to the university. 
. . 
They became more involved and were more likely to ask for help and get acquainted with 
theit: advisors and faculty better .. For those students that took advantage of this 
. interaction, they persisted at a higher rate .. 
In summary, there has been significant relationships found between frequency of 
student-faculty contact and education outcomes. However, these findings may disappear 
when characteristics such as prior academic achievement, aptitude and personality 
orie~tation were held constant (Wilson, et al., 1975). Colleges may have influenced this 
freqaency and quality of faculty student interaction through administrative policies which 
touc~ on the social and interpersonal climate of the institution. When faculty were 
i 
partipipators in freshmen orientation and student residence life, this created more contact 
informally a~d th~s increased the chances for satisfaction and p~rsistence (Pascarella a:nd 
Terenzini, 1978). However, one drawback from being able to get faculty involved was the 
lack of "reward" in the academic system both for time spent with stutjents and for quality 
• j • • ' 
of relationships with students. Standards for tenure gave little value for retention factors 
and quality teaching. Yet, care and concern from some teachers still existed (Stodt, 
1987). 
Relationship of Advising to Retention 
One of the key aspects of faculty-student interaction is advising. Advising 
I 
pe~ormed by both the counseling staff and faculty has been noted to be of the utmost 
I . 
imp6rtance in retention. In fact, Meyers ( 1981) found that freshinen who made a 
sigrtjficant contast with an advisor or faculty member during their first three weeks of 
clas~es were more likely to remain in school. 
; 
The first formal recognized academic advisement system of faculty advising was 
fourid at Johns Hopkins University in 1877 (Kramer, 1995). Beal and Noel (1980) 
' . 
. . . 
' • , • I • 
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observed 944 institutions to analyze information conc~rning advising and retent!on. From 
this $tudy, administration rated that a caring attitude by faculty an.d staff was the number 
, one ~etention agent on Ccllllpus. Improvement of academic advising was the most common i . 
I 
retention strategy being employed. Astin ( 1977) estimated that 20% to 50% entering 
· students were undecided about academic and career goals. Furthermore, 50% to 60% i . . 
cha~ge their choice major or goals. With this in mind, it.seemed evident that advising was 
! 
a cri~ical area that made a difference in a student's college career. Practices regarding 
academic advising seem to revolve from three questions: "Who does the advising? When 
I ~ , . 
is it performed? And how is it conducted?" (O'Bannon,J972, p. 184). 
Tinto· ( 1996) indicated that adv~sement was one of the first two programs to 
. . 
impl~m~nt when initiating a retention plari. Forrest (1982, p.44) reinforced this by stating 
"Prdbably the single most·important move an institution can make to increase student 
pers~stence to graduation is to ensure that students receive the guidance they need at the 
I 
( 
begi?ning of the journey through college to graduation." However, Baldridge, Kemerer, 
and:Green (1982) ranked advisement as second for retention activities. In any event, 
i 
quality advising ranked very high for retaining students. 
Crockett and Levitz ( 1984) indicated that advisor training programs were 
imp~rtant and ranked second in the area of academic advising factors. Faculty advisors 
were important in advising students on academic matters and perceived as an important 
role: for faculty. Faculty were experts in their disciplines and related the proper course 
scheduling and career opportunities. Trnmbley (1984) reported that academic advising 
has traditionally been· a responsibility of faculty who helped individual students select a. 
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schedule of course work that was· applicable to degree requirements,· approved registration 
forms, and monitored student records. Now, greater complexity exists for more 
interpersonal and inter..;social advising. Crockett (1985) indicated that professional 
advisors were free of bias that plague some faculty due to the fact that they did not feel 
advising was a faculty role. The rise of counselors have several limitations. They may be 
more interested in psychological and therapeutic counseling and may not be versed enough 
in the students' interests and career exploration. Peer advisors were utilized at some 
institutions in orientation, residence halls, tutors, mentors, etc. Peers have been successful 
' ., . . . . . 
in supplementing academic advisors for institutional procedures and course selection. The 
major disadvantages was the lack of background to deal effectively with substitutions of 
. . . 
courses, optional requirements sequencing, in-depth care~r choices,.etc. Para-
professionals were used to free up professional staff members. Para-professionals were 
trained to provide basic information on routine matters or basic enrollment in general 
edu~ationcourses and sequenced programs (Crockett, 1985). In any event, advising has 
beeni a complex issue and has not been agreed by all involved. 
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Bean and Metzner (1985) suggested academic advising played an even more 
integral part in retaining older students than traditional students. The advisor, as the 
teacher, stimulated a positive active approach to both intellectual and interpersonal 
learning activities. This would hold true for traditional and nontraditional students. 
Kramer and Gardner ( 1977) indicated that the academic advisor must be aware of 
tren:iendous significance that the advising relationship had on either class of students. 
Faculty advisors should be expected to be sensitive to and concerned with the individual 
growth and development of their students. It was suggested that faculty look at the 
"whole student" and integrate social, physical, psychological and cognitive needs 
(Carberry, Baker and Prescott, 1986). This helps to substantiate the thought by Terenzini 
and :Pascarella (1980) that faculty act as "informal agents of socialization." Whether 
traditional or non-traditional the advisor should adhere to the needs of their students. 
Habley (1975) reported that for a faculty advising program to be most effective 
several factors were needed. First, faculty must have a reasonable number of students to 
advise. Secondly, the faculty member must have devoted time. Finally, policies and 
procedures· should have been maximized to their respective potential for the advisee and 
advisor interaction. Habley ( 1981) and Pascarella and Terenzini ( 1977) further indicated 
that academic advisors offered the link with student's goals and institutional resources 
such as high quality advising. This can help students clarify goals and relate these to 
curriculum and to their future careers. This encouraged academic success by assisting 
students in the process of career selection. To substantiate this point, Metzner (1989) 
reported a direct relationship between this form of academic advising and retention, 
especially with attrition prone students. 
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However, Astin, Green and Korn (1987) indicated that surveys have revealed 
extepsive student dissatisfaction with advisement. With better advising it may have 
incr~ased retention as contrasted by poor advising which could have caused attrition rates 
' 
. . 
to in;crease. Williamson{l 972) felt that advising by faculty is uutdated. Faculty may 
know curriculum and career opportunities yet lacked expertise in counseling, motivation, 
I . 
· and professional guidance for personal problems. · Also, Crockett arid Levitz ( 1984) 
indi~ated findings. from 7 54 institutions that found some disappointing results of academic 
I 
i 
advi~ing, They listed four areas as problems: _(1) majority of the institutions had no formal 
recognition or reward system for individuals found to be good advisors, 
(2) three.:fourths did ~at consider advising in promotion ~r tenure decisions, (3) most 
insti~utions provided minimum training for advisors, and ( 4) they did not have a systematic 
I . . 
appraisal for the advising program and/or advisors' performance. 
This brings us back to the question of "Who should do the advising?" It was 
esse~tial that faculty counselors realized the. importance of counseling and that they 
devdted sufficient time and effort to make it successful (Moser and Moser, 1963). 
Glen~en ( 197 5) related that. academic advising provided information or explanatioi;is about 
academic subjects, procedures, and regulations. · Advisors need.ed to have quick insight 
and good judgement. Counseling involved more exploring of feelings and attitudes. 
Counselors strived to develop a student relationship where they could disseminate 
information, listen to problems, or give advice. However, most students did not succeed 
becarise faculty did not feel they were being paid for advising, already felt they were 
overWorked, and felt threatened in any setting outside the classroom. Glennen ( 197 5) 
i 
furth~r indicated a reduction in attrition with an intrusive counseling program. This could. 
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have been one method to counteract the problems that have plagued faculty advising, in 
general. 
The term "intrusive advising'' means to deliberate structured student intervention 
at the first indication of academic difficulty in order to motivate a student to seek help 
(Earl, 1988). An intrusive advisement system may have included such models as "early 
warping", "action-oriented responses'', or a "campus-wide participation in retention." 
Gle911en and Baxley (1985) found reduced attrition from 66% to 48% within the first year 
! 
of the study and 48% to 25% in the second year with an intrusive advisement system .. · In 
' 
fact, Glennen and Baxley reported that an intrusive advising program was a great value to 
an institution if utilized in a g~nuine and meaningful effort. 
These types of intervention that more closely adhered to student needs have 
become more popular over the last few decades. · Academic intervention programs have 
included such items as remediation courses, study skills, reading courses, learning centers, 
orientation programs, academic advising, and personal counseling to help under prepared 
studpnts succeed (Patrick, Furlow, and Donovan, 1988). Roueche and Kirk (1973) 
indicated that these academic intervention programs were not the most productive means 
I • ' • 
i 
nec~ssary to help under-prepared students necessary to "survive" college. Whereas, Beal 
and Noel ( 1980) indicated that these programs were successful and led to an increased· 
student persistence. 
Roueche and Roueche ( 1993) found one thing we know for sure and that was that 
each of us can recall at least one teacher who made the difference in our lives. The 
teacher/student relationship has easily been known to implicate results in higher retention 
i 
rates. When there was.a stronger teacher/student interaction there was also a feeling of 
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care and acceptance. Rouche and Rouche continued to summarize advising by including 
13 general teaching themes as identified by excellent teachers. They included 
commitment, goal orientation, integrated perception, positive action, reward orientation, 
objectivity, active listening, rapport, empathy, individualized perception, teaching 
strategies, knowledge, and innovation. All of these could have been emphasized or 
highlighted, yet two that really stood out to me were rapport and empathy. First, 
"teachers who can laugh, seem more approachable" (Philbrick, 1989); and secondly, "the 
genuine concern and caring attitude" truly carried its weight for most respondents. 
Mentoring (A Focus on Advising) 
Mentoring was discussed earlier as a possible means of involving more student and 
faculty interaction. Jacobi (1991) described mentoring as the sincere desire to help 
students succeed. Many students have had trouble integrating into college life. Any time 
the institution could implement a program that would assist students to succeed, the goal 
has ~een achieved. When one began to· define "mentoring", there was a number of 
directions to notice. One of the first distinctions should have been between mentoring and 
advising. Levinson, Carrow, Klein, Levinson and McKee (I 978) noted a fine line between 
the mentoring and advising, yet indicated that when students were assigned mentors many 
times this was equivalent to an instructor/advisor and did not project the true definition 
and characteristics of mentoring. 
Blackwell (1989, p.9) defined mentoring as "A process by which persons of 
l 
superior rank, special achievements, and prestige instruct, counsel, guide, and facilitate the 
intellectual and/or career development of persons identified as proteges." In addition, 
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Schmidt and Wolfe (1980, p. 45) indicated that "Mentors are colleagues and supervisors 
who: actively provide guidance, support, and opportunities for the protege. The functions 
of a ;mentor consist of acting as a role model, a consultant/advisor, and sponsor." 
Levi!nson, et al. ( 1978) indicated that mentoring was a relationship that lasted for two to 
ten years, whereas Phillip-Jones (1982) suggested that mentoring was as brief as a single 
encounter. Johnson (1989) described mentoring as a program that occurred during the 
freshman year to help students adjust.during their entry year into college life. 
Studies haye been reported to rationalize the mentoring process to help students. 
Johnson ( 1989) reported positive functions of mentoring that first indicated that 
·. relationships were developed and focused on· achievement. This idea was to assist and 
prov;ide support, direct career assistance, and have an influence by role modeling. Also, 
mentoring offered reciprocal relationships and was personal. Lastly, mentors possessed a 
greater display of experience, influence, and achievement. In addition, McCallum (1980) 
studied 17-25 year-old students and found the mentor influenced "career identity" 
' 
significantly for students at a private college. 
Armstrong-West and de La Teja (1988) has.described three different kind~ of 
mentoring programs encountered in many institutions. First, a student mentor program 
was one that an incoming student was matched with upperclass students. Secondly, the 
. " 
faculty mentor programs matched faculty and staff members with st~dents. Thirdly, a 
career mentoring program was possible in some situations. Students were complemented 
with :professionals in· the community to gain experience and information in their chosen 
field.1 Career development gained from this program lends to established networks in the 
student's chosen profession and was noted to be invaluable. 
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A major factor that influenced the success of mentoring was the usage of faculty as 
meritors. Cameron (1978) found interaction between faculty and proteges had a 
sig°:ificant impact on students future employment, especially with graduate students. 
Faculty members were very significant players in providing motivation and offering 
I . . 
support to students. · The program was recommended to be an on-going interpersonal 
inte~action that included help from various aspects of advice and resource utilization 
(M~ndoza and Samuels, 1987) .. Whereas, Beal and Noel (1979) suggested several factors 
that:influenced retention including student-faculty interactic;m, attitudes of faculty and 
' . 
staff, support services, etc. However, a "caring attitude" continued to surface among 
factors that related to faculty involvement and retention. This "caring attitude" was easily 
proj~cted either in a positive or negative manner during the faculty~student relationships 
within the mentoring programs. Astin (1977), Pascarella and Terenzini (1977), and 
Pascarella ( 1980) all agreed that mentor relations positively impacted retention and 
achi~vement. They implicated faculty-student relationships as being important and even 
' . 
; 
more effective on an informal basis. In fact, it has been reported that dissatisfied students 
' 
whd left college indicatedtheir relationships with faculty were less positive than those who 
persisted (Lenning, Beal, arid Sauer, 1980). MClses (1989, p. 9) said, "Ideally, a professor 
takes an undergraduate or graduate student under his or her wing, helps the student set 
goals and develop skills, and facilitates the student's successful entry into academic·and 
professional circles." 
Finally, DaLoz (1986) may have placed mentoring best when said "Mentors are 
guid:es. They lead us along the journey of our lives. We trust them because they have 
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been there before. They embody our hopes, cast light on the way ahead, interpret arcane 
signs, warn us of lurking dangers, and point out unexpected delights along the way." 
Relationship of Institutional Factors on Retention 
Relationship of Student Services and 
Activities to Retention 
While some researchers or administrators study academic preparedness they might 
have forgotten to observe the social aspect and special needs of student life. Besides 
academics, institutional services provided by the college can be an essential element in 
allowing students to "fit" into college life. Providing services and activities that meet the 
needs of students has been a long standing item of concern and challenge in higher 
educ:ation. It seems logical that ifan institution could provide more programs that assisted 
the student to "fit in", then the student would have a greater chance of persisting and 
continuing to reach their initial educational goals. Such was the contention of Noel and 
' Saluti (1983, p. 11-12) who said, "Successful general education programs extend beyond 
the classroom attending to both the affective and cognitive needs of students and 
encompassing services ranging from orientation activities to remedial programs." A 
considerable amount of measures were related to outcomes from student services such as 
academic offerings, extracurricular activities, counseling, etc, In addition, Tinto, 
Goodsell, and Russo (1993) implied that the relationship between effort and gain was not 
simp!y a function of student ability but a relation of student involvement in the college 
setting. In my opinion, this point was extremely important in terms_ of providing the social 
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aspects of college life so students can feel "a part" of the institution while attaining 
acaqemic goals. 
Simpson; Baker, and Mellinger ( 1980) felt that establishing close friends during the 
first1month of school was an integral part of academic success. Moreover, peer 
interaction has been identified as a strong factor in students intellectual and personal 
development (Spady, 1970; Terenzini and Pascarella, 1980). These researchers agreed 
' 
' 
with: the Tinto model that social integration played an important· role in the "fit" that a 
•., 
stud~nt realized during the first few weeks of college. Also, this was a key factor in 
achieving academic success and persistence. As students felt more involved in the college 
community, they were more likely to persist (Astin, 1977). Tinto (1987) indicated "full 
inte~ration" with the institution, whereas Astin related "involvement" as the key for the 
student to find their "fit". 
Student affairs has often been the expert for student services on many campuses. 
They have been the "tying link" to faculty development training courses for interaction and 
common ground integration (Cross, 1985). This interaction and integration was noted to 
take time. Astin (1985, b) suggested that the most precious institutional resource was 
time.: The time that students spent to develop their talents was a matter of time they 
devoted to activities that produced results. Students had competition for their time, while 
non-traditional students that. were older and/ or part-time faced even greater intense·. 
competition with family, friends, jobs and other activities. In addition, Astin (1985, b) 
relat~d that the most effective way to involve students was to encourage full-time campus 
living. 
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Extracurricular activities and organizations have been identified as excellent tools 
for student involvement. Billson and Terry ( 1982) indicated the importance of student 
org~nizations to aid students to persist. Participation in campus clubs, organizations, 
recreation programs, working on campus, campus governance~ attending classes have 
beer1 ways to increase student involvement and subsequently retention (Webb, 1987). 
Hya~t ( 1980) reported that extracurricular activities could be useful for students to 
bec9me involved and that a blend of academics and activities has shown to be a positive 
infh~ence on persistence. Furthermore, research suggested that retention depended heavily 
on student involvement with campus/program activities. According to Astin (1985, a), the 
more time and effort that students had spent toward their academic endeavors and related 
are~s the greater the chance for persistence. Students that worked on campus, especially 
thos¢ who had work-study jobs that related to their major, saw an increase in GPA. This 
contradicted the thought of working during college deters student success. However, 
exc~ssive participation in activities may have been a double-edged sword and more 
detr~mental than positive toward retention. The longer a student stayed around in college 
the greater the opportun,ity to participate in extracurricular activities and subsequently 
increased involvement and retention (Astin, 1975). 
Mendoza and Samuels (1987) indicated that tutoring services could be used as an 
integral part of academic and student development. The tutoring program should maintain 
an environment for support for all groups of students on campus. Furthermore, tutoring 
may :provide assistance in test files, study skills, peer group test reviews, etc. The campus 
I 
I 
environment was just as important as many of the activities offered to assist students. The 
i 
atmosphere must be positive where it mitigates any negative obstruction that may occur. 
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Another service which has been provided by most college campuses is that of 
counseling. Counseling has been shown to increase student retention (Grites, 1979; 
Davis, 1970). Davis further indicated that two-year colleges tended to be more pragmatic 
and applied more concern for providing coping skills for students. Programs such as 
counseling must have been built around the feelings that students brought with them and 
the encounters that they faced during a gro\Ving transpiration in early college life. 
Therefore, the institution became a "distribution center'' for students and helped students 
discern their feelings. Also, they were excellent examples of duties that counseling services 
' ' 
provided. However, O'Brian (1967)found that simply improving counseling skills was 
'' 
inadequate and that colleges needed to find ways to entice students to use more of student 
services offerings. O'Bannon and Thurston (1972) realized that there were not any fixed 
' 
· ans~ers; however, to employ caring, concerned, dedicated professionals in the entire 
stud¢nt services area would increase persistence. This fulfilled a total human resources 
challenge for resourceful student services. 
Churchill and lwai ( 1981) reported that the use of campus facilities on a continual 
basis will increase the chances of retention. If programs were to be successful on campus, 
' ' 
they must be sold. Students have to be made aware of opportunities and that everyone 
has a chance to participate. Therefore, publicity must be attractive and informative (Noel, 
et al., 1985). Furthermore, facilities must be available and used to their maximum 
potential. They need to be accessible and convenient, especially to commuter students. 
Although more.research may be needed, higher education can assume that an active 
student involved in campus activities will enhance the chances of persistence. 
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How Orientation Influences Retention 
When one considers some of the social or structural non-academic activities that 
an in~ititution can offer to reduce attrition orientation always surfaces. However, some 
institutions have enhanced their orientation programs into freshman seminar courses that 
couples academics.with a social setting.· The.new students of today have been mixed 
students of varying ages. They have entered college from high school or the work force, 
and have had different degrees of academic preparedness. Austin ( 1993) reported that 
' 
82% 9f respondents considered "the job" a· very important reason in deciding to go to 
. . 
college. If we, in higher education, are to meet this expectation, we must provide the 
necessary tools to accommodate our customers. Most entering freshmen have needed 
assistance with such basics as decision making, knowledge about academic programs, 
personal strengths, values, life-style choices, and ultimately a career. Noel, et al. (1985) 
indicated that freshmen seminars, in the first term, provided structure to meet these needs 
and interests of new students. 
· In 1911, the first known orientation course was offered for credit at Reed College 
in Portland, Oregon (Gordon and Grites, 1984). By 1928, at least 100 institutions offered 
something similar. A semester kmg course allowed the opportunity to instruct new 
students in necessary academics and aid in interpersonal-social skill development. This 
. . 
coupling seemed to be one of the strongest factors influencing student persistence. 
Chandler (1972) and Kopecek (1971) found formal orientation programs an invaluable 
beginning in developing a feeling of belonging for entering freshman. This further 
substantiated what was the genesis of orientation or freshman seminars back in the l 920's. 
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Da~nells and Kuh (1977, p. 103) said in the purest sense "Orientation attempts to provide 
a balanced introduction to the constraints imposed by and the opportunities available in 
the collegiate environment as well as to ,enable students to more clearly define their 
edueational purpose." 
' . 
Orientation programs have differed in style and method over the past thirty years. 
They have ranged anywhere from a one or two day event to a week iri the summer or a 
complete one to two credit hour course during the fall semester. Pre-college orientation 
programs have offered to serve as a vehicle for providing a special welcome for new 
students. In addition, orientation provided a chance to capitalize on students' initial _ 
excitement and enthusiasm about starting college and allow new students an opportunity 
to bond informally with each other and with other members of the college community 
' . 
(Pasparella, Terenzini and Wolfe, 1986). Beal and Noel (1980) found orientation to be the 
third most effective retention activity overall. Their survey indicated several institutions 
rank~d orientation first when targeting special groups. 
John F. Kennedy once said, "Leadership and learning are indispensable to each 
: 
other," (Pruitt, 1985, p. 239). An orientation course was the perfect opportunity!o 
acquaint students with student organizations on campus and have the opportunity to 
become student leaders. Student leaders tended to be more dependable, active, and . 
. . ' . . . . 
persistent as well as mote socially oriented. By incorporating this mind set within ah 
orientation program, one could see the reasons for effectiveness of orientation towards 
retention. 
i 
i Noel; et _al. (1985) indicated that freshmen were most dropout prone and often 
' 
made their decision to leave the institution during the first six weeks. Orientation played 
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' 
an important role in helping students become a part of the institution during this time. The 
first:contact with advisors and other key administrators should be during orientation. By 
conducting orientation early in the student's college life, there was a greater chance of 
deteping problems before the student leaves. 
In a longitudinal study, Boudreau and Kromrey (1994) found a significant 
difference in retention rates comparatively for participants versus nonparticipants in 
orientation. Furthermore, both Shauley and Witten (1990) and Wilkie and Kukuck (1989) 
' 
com,pared groups of high-risk freshman seminar participants. They found a higher mean 
grade point average for participants .than nonparticipants. Finally, a comparison study by 
-
Dunphy (1987) suggested that participants in freshman seminars versus nonparticipants 
yielded a 23% higher retention rate and a .4 higher grade point average (with similar 
! 
backgrounds for high school rank and SAT:scores). 
Hoeber (198l)offered an orientation program where the faculty and staff were 
. taught diagnostic skills to recognize academic signs of non-academic needs, and then were 
giveh methods to know how and where to make referrals. Teachers needed to be student-
oriented and the recruitment of faculty with a strong belief in orientat~on was essential. 
Additional involvement of faculty with students that have enthusiasm, interest, and a 
cooperative spirit were the keys to positive success (Nelson, 1987). When the institution 
utilized experienced staff to orient new staff concerning how to greet and treat students, 
especially adults, greater results occurred in persistence. Support staff should have always 
pres~nted a friendly, helpful attitude, be familiar with programs, and treated students with 
' 
respect. Retention was improved through increased orientation as well as the 
incorporation of planned activities with orientation (Ratcliff, 1983 ). 
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Faculty have showed to play a very significant role in any orientation program and 
esp~cially in the freshman seminar courses. Boyer (1987, p. 288) noted that the key 
question when assessing freshman orientation was, "Is the orientation program actively 
supported by faculty?" Student-oriented faculty needed to serve as instructors for 
different sections of orientation. Hossler, Bean, and Associates ( 1990) mentioned that 
meaningful contact with faculty was characterized by having a caring attitude, a genuine 
interest in having students succeed, and an ability to answer students' questions. Since 
faculty-student interaction and faculty advising was a critical initial orientation activity, 
faculty needed to assume an increasing role in orientation (Noel, et al., 1985). Titley 
(1985) indicated thatfront-end loading of outstanding faculty and advisors was of the 
utmost importance in a successful retention plan. After a comprehensive review of 
rese~rch for 25 years, Pantages and Creeden (1978) concluded that one approach to 
decreased attrition was to increase faculty-student interaction as early as possible 
As indicated earlier, there were numerous types of orientation programs. 
O'Bhnnon and Thurston (1972) indicated that it was not when orientation occurred, yet it 
' 
was how orientation was conducted. As mentioned earlier, most orientation programs 
were either one or two days or a semester (term) course. Some have developed into two 
semester courses giving a wealth of information as well as utilizing several activities and 
assignments to assist the students in becoming more familiar with the institutions and 
academic life. Students were exposed to chief officers of the college in a series of 
speeches designed to make students feel welcome and be informed of the procedures of 
the dollege. The sessions were often followed by citations of rules and regulations each 
student should remember during their college career. This "information blast" may.have 
inclu;ded several clubs and activities available to the students. Finally, the students 
endured an offering of course options, advisor meetings, registration procedures, and 
I 
where one should place the parking sticker. 
O'Bannon and Thurston further provided another situation in orientation where 
the method was more academic in nature. The orientation content was primarily to help 
the students as far as note taking, social adjustments, use of library, understanding the 
rules and regulations, student rights, personal commitment, etc. Furthermore, voluntary 
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faculty members worked with students and peer leaders, in order to lead and direct student 
participants in small groups. Many times peers related information and gave experiences 
to new students with higher efficiency than the chief officers or faculty. 
Orientation courses were designed to integrate students more fully into the 
institutional community by suggesting solutions to problems and needs that may develop 
as new situations were encountered. They helped students adapt with survival skills. 
These included time management, making sound decisions, talking to faculty, coping with 
stress, financial planning, communication skills with peers, etc. No single approach was 
magical, but orientation was the most effective method for following the goals, budget, 
· and meeting the needs of the individual and the institution (Titley, 1985). 
One of the keys to effective retention in orientation was to go beyond information 
giving. Establishment of early contacts with peers, faculty and staff was critical. This 
served as a linchpin for institutional services and provided an integrated and systematic 
manner (Tinto, 1987). Moore, Peterson, and Wirag (1984) felt that institutions should 
have involved upper-class students in freshmen orientation seminar as peer counselors or 
mentprs especially with traditionald students. Peers were not perceived as intimidating 
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I 
authority figures by some and could have increased how students related to the institution 
at the onset. Fidler and Hunter (1989) extended this thought one step further and 
i . : . 
suggested that small classes in freshmen seminars yielded higher academic advancement 
. . 
than;those in large class sections. Higbee (1989) continued to indicate that no more than 
20 students should be assigned to each section. Therefore, the ideal setup was to have 
peer: mentors assist with small groups during and following orientation sessions (freshmen 
seminar). 
There has·been one controversy across the country concerning freshmen seminar. 
This has been the question of whether or not to offer credit. for orientation type courses. 
Higbee (1989) suggested that a pass-fail credit system was acceptable. However, Gordon 
and Grites (1984) disagreed and indicated that institutions should conduct freshmen 
orientation seminar as credit-earning course. It was suggested that incentives.should have 
been; given for students to increase their motivation to become more actively engaged. 
Gordon and Grites (1984, p. 319) further stated that "Without official recognition by the 
' 
institution, the student and instructor cannot maintain motivation and interest necessary 
for the course to achieve its intended outcome." Furthermore, Camey and Weber (1987) 
indicated that students preferred to take freshman orientation seminars for credit. 
In summary, m_ost orientation programs aimed at getting o~to a running start and 
strived to make students feel welc~me (Mueller, 1961 ). These efforts have helped 
prevent the feeling of isolation and provided a social setting to the student that would 
integrate them into college life. Higginson, Moore, and White (1982) indicated that 
elevating orientation to a key role in the retention strategy required the chief of student 
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affairs administration to ( 1) appoint more experienced and higher level personnel in order 
to determine program philosophy, (2) conduct needs assessment on specific population 
groups for planning, and (3) intensify and define strategies for evaluating orientation. 
· Financial Implications Concerning Retention 
In conversation with many educators, I have found varying opinions that have felt 
if a student really wants an education, finances can be found to assist the student. Using 
Spa~y's (1970) work, Tinto (1975, 1987) posited a theory that caused students to leave 
college. Attrition resulted from a lack of social and academic integration between the 
student and the institution. Sometimes this fit was enhanced or deterred by the ability to 
pay for the education. If subsidies or aid was impeded then financial barriers would be 
lifted and persistence would seem to be more successful. Grants, loans, work-study jobs, 
and 1part-time employment were all available to students who wished to enhance their 
journey of education. Tinto (1975) further suggested that a student's goal commitment 
' 
and social and academic integration can be modified by the commitment to invest effort, 
money, and time in seeking a college degree. In addition, the perception of occupational 
and income opportunities after graduation affected the commitment and persistence of 
today's students. When a student began to select an institution (public or private, four-
year or two-year), one should have been cognizant of the costs to enter and complete a 
program. However, this expected cost may have been inaccurately perceived and may 
result in departure for a short or long period of time. 
The National Task Force in Student Aid Problems indicated that the amount of 
financial assistance to students in post-secondary education has increased 66 times in the 
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past twenty years (National Commission on the Financing of Postsecondary Education, 
1973). This has led to an increased need to be concerned with financial assistance for 
students. One question that could be posited was "When is the most critical time that 
impfl,cts students withfinancial problems?" Cabrera, Stampen, and Hansen (1990) and 
Porter (1990) reported that much of the impact of financial assistance occurred before or 
at the beginning of the first semester. Furthermore, Martin (1985) concluded that financial 
aid programs, in certain situations, could have helped to prevent attrition by allowing 
stud,ents to overcome temporary financial problems (child care, textbooks, etc.). To 
overcome these problems of finances O'Bannon and Thurston (1972) reported that 63% 
of junior college students worked, while only 18% of senior college students worked 
whi~e attending college. Also, they suggested that many students selected a junior college 
over a senior college for the first two years because oflower costs. Therefore, financial 
reasons for departure may be more critical in a junior/community college than a university. 
One. problem with trying to pinpoint financial aid alone was that other environmental 
factors continued to influence attrition. Therefore, Astin (1975) indicated that most 
variables did not occur in isolation. 
When one considered financial aid as a variable in predicting or causing attrition, 
Voorhees (1985) foundthat.all forms of federal support were equally effective in 
preventing students from withdrawal. Astin ( 197 5) further found that scholarships and 
employment (work-study) posited positive relationships with persistence. In addition, 
Trent and Medsker (1968) reported that students who secure loans were more likely to 
' persist. However, Astin (1975) found that dependency on loans had a negative affect on 
retention. He further contended that scholarships and grants were considered helpful and 
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was positively related to persistence. When a student received a grant or scholarship in 
the first year, it may have been a major influence on persistence and a lack of aid may have 
been a detriment. However, Olivas (1985) suggested that grants may have had negative 
effects if students relieq too heavily on grants upon entry to college. What monies a 
student received one year may not be available the following years in the grant system. 
Iwai and Churchill (1982) observed that persisters relied more on aid than did non-
persisters. However, Fields and T emay ( 1973) reported that no differences were found 
for voluntary withdrawal in persistence for recipients, non-recipients, or non-applicants of 
financial aid. 
Demos (1964) and Gum (1973) offered suggestions, after conducting follow-up 
surveys, and found that students often gave more socially acceptable reasons for leaving 
rather than actual reasons for departure. Tinto (1987) reported that for most students 
persistence was more a result of their character than the social and intellectual experiences 
on campus. The citation of financial trouble as a reason for withdrawal was often a polite 
way) of bowing out gracefully. However, the true reason may be with one's inability to 
meet their social and intellectual integration "fit" with the institution. Tinto continued to 
repqrt that after entry, finances may have effected the individuals more directly. This may 
have prevented students from participating in institutional and· social activities. When 
potential benefits of graduation were still hard to see, the costs of obtaining a degree 
tended to negatively effect persistence. Students who kept the long term goals in mind, 
seemed to bear the burdens and continue their college career. 
Another factor that played an important role in financial implications for 
persistence was family background. Family finances has been mentioned to effect 
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persistence both directly and indirectly. Sewell and Hauser (1972) suggested variables for 
family background such as father's and mother's education, occupation, family income, 
ability to manage finances within the home, and number of siblings. Astin (1975) reported 
that parental financial assistance influenced 65% of the women and 47% of the men 
concerning a major source for the cost of college. He further indicated that 80% of the 
wives worked while the husband was in school, and supplied the major source of income. 
Yet,; only 66% of the women going to school received t~eir major expenses from the 
husoand. Relying on parental. support had a small but positive statistical effect on the 
students ability to persist. Lastly, those students from lower socioeconomic origins tended 
to be constrained by family background in the strife to move upward in society. One goal 
of financial assistance was·to enhance the educational opportunities for economically· 
disadvantaged students (Jensen, 1981 ). 
In summary, once students were enrolled in college, factors other than financial 
reas6ns seemed to take over (Noel, et al., 1985). The lack of adequate financial 
resol!lrces was frequently cited by students as a reason for dropping out, although whether 
i . . . 
or not this was actually the case could certainly be debated. · Administrators that offered 
students more financial funds for those indicating it as their number one reason for 
withdrawal found that many would .still drop out. Finances seemed to be the socially 
. . 
acceptable excuse for departure. One of the· suggested keys for higher education was to 
remove barriers that prevented students from leaving school. Noel, et al. (1985) 
mentioned that money management programs could have been effective tools to alleviate 
some of the problems, in order to remove some of these barriers or deterrents for 
retention. 
38 
How Residence Affects Retention 
Today students· have been faced with overwhelming influences on their .future. As 
they have pursued a career, education has played an integralrnle in determining the path 
to travel. Many students have undergone anxiety and stress like they have never 
experienced. As difficulties and changes occurred; a new environment was easily 
challenging~ Students have learned to make decisions .positively for their development and 
success for college and their professional career. · As these students experienced these 
' 
stresses and anxieties, new students needed to rely on programs initiated by the institution 
in which they had chosen to attend. Various programs in residence halls have shown to 
yield positive results to retain many students who otherwise would have dropped out. 
Pantages and Creedon (1978) and Nowick and Hanson (1985) reported that 
residence halls influenced students better academically than those non-residence halls 
stud~nts. Astin (1973) indicated that residence halls students were more fully involved in 
extracurricular activities as well as academics, and therefore, they earned higher grade 
point averages and were more successful in college. Chickering ( 197 4) agreed with Astin 
( 1973) that students living. in dormitories were more likely to persist than commuters. 
Astin (1977) concluded that residence halls students expressed more satisfaction with 
frieridships, faculty, and institutional relationships than commuters. In addition, they were 
more apt to assume leadership roles and have greater self-esteem. Subsequently, he 
contended that this enhanced living in dormitories led to increased persistence. 
If students were required to live in the dormitories they may experience negative 
integration and the beneficial effects would not be seen. In fact, it may have worked 
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against the true purpose ofretaining students. Noel, et al. (1985) indicated that dormitory 
living was somewhat similar only to military and prison housing, when forced to live in 
mass housing. Gehring (1970) found that sorting and assigning students based on parents' 
educational level, size of high school, church, smoking habits, and predicted grade point 
average had no significance in compatibility as composed to randomly assigned students. 
However, Noel, .et al. (1985) reported that randomly assigned students had higher attrition 
rates than those that chose their roommates. This was even stronger to believe for students 
that '.had full selection of their housing and environment showed the highest rates for 
retention. Hall and Willerman ( 1963) agreed that if students choose their own roommate, 
there was less likelihood of attrition. Lastly for room assignments, even non-traditional 
students were sometimes blended in with traditional students. Those that were placed in 
residence halls faced different problems as compared to their new roommates and this 
pres~nted a very uncomfortable situation that did not always end positively (Zeller, 1991). 
Astin (1975) related that the parent's home was the second most common residence 
during the freshman year. Living in an apartment or private room rather than with parents 
was beneficial to men, yet detrimental to women. For men, getting away from home may 
have enhanced greater activity in campus life, thus increasing their academic life. 
Moreover, Brooks ( 1971) found that belonging to fraternities or sororities increased 
persistence as well as those students that declared a major at enrollment. These both 
seemed to follow the thought of goal commitment as an important indicator for retention. 
Being married at the time of entry increased a women's chances by eleven percent, but 
decreased a man's percentage of dropping out by eight percentile. However, the greatest 
chance of persistence was still dormitory residence. 
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Levitz and Noel (1989) identified the first six weeks as critical for sustaining . 
students at college. When planning, it was noted that Residential life planners needed to 
think through activities and, programs, espedally during these first few weeks of eggshells. 
CoeJho, Hamburg, and Murphy ( 1963) suggested coping strategies on how to plan time 
management, study skills, assess professors, seek out resources, break down larger projects 
into'. smaller more manageable projects, etc. Programs that connected students in residence 
. . . 
halls to assist the first year students included "adopt a freshman," environmental planning 
such as honors floors, floors by majors, study lounges, computer moms, quiet floors, 
' . ' : 
; . . . . 
interest floors, common areas, etc. Faculty involvement programs involved floor adoption 
.by faculty, classrooms in the residence halls, eating with students, advisement in residence 
halls, etc (Zeller, 1991). Involvement in extracurricular activities, ,clubs, other 
organizations, athletics, and work-study employment were additional programs that had 
beeq offered through residence halls. 
Oppelt ( 1989) found that numerous Native Americans were under-prepared in 
read~ng, writing, a:nd mathematics. Therefore, they were unable to compare and succeed in 
coll~ge. Intervention programs and needs for Native Americansand other minorities 
needed to be given full consideration when planning residence hall programs to assist in 
retention. Harris (1990) related that residence halls programming along with mentoring, 
peer'.tutoring, and summer bridge programs increased retention rates at that particular 
institution .. A caring environment was critical to retention and can be delivered by the 
institution in such programs as mentioned in the preceding reviews. 
"Resident Assistant" involvement was found to be important in a successful 
residence halls program. Residence halls played an integral role if conducted appropriately. 
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Pre-program and orientation training sessions were again important for both residence halls 
and faculty (Kuh, Schuh, and Thomas, 1985). Resident Assistants acted as big brothers, 
mentors, etc. to assist first-year students. Identified student leaders, officers of clubs, etc. 
posited more efficient resident assistants. Meeting students on their own "turf' made a 
positive impact for success. One note was thatthese programs took more involved time 
and that the quality of the interaction was more important than the number of students or 
time spent sitting around. Zeller ( 1991) indicated that resident assistants must be sensitive 
to roommate problems especially at the beginning of the first year and each semester. 
Zeller said, "Homesickness was a term commonly used to referto a sense ofloss or 
aloneness when the student was separated from the family unit." It was not always dear or 
evident. Most people were very reluctant to admit their problems to someone that they did 
not know. Homesickness can be relieved by involving new students in activities within 
residence halls and campus events. Zeller further noted that a college renders many choices 
to make decisions regarding new freedoms by students·after leaving home. Students who 
did not make an adjustment rapidly was forced to make hasty decisions causing negative 
results. In addition, students have over-reacted to new situations and very poor decisions 
resulted. Resident Assistants assisted this problem either in small groups or one-on-one 
contact. Furthermore, some students have had difficulty in getting to know members of the 
opposite sex. Those with little prior experiences may have eventual isolation and anxiety 
problems. Students often looked to resident assistants for self-esteem factors that were 
critical when dealing with new students. 
Another aspect of how resident assistants could have helped was to recognize the 
maturity level and be trained to spend the quality time to interact with those that needed 
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attention. Zirkel and Hudson (1975) measured the maturity level of students from different 
floors and found that the students associated with resident assistants showed the greatest 
changes. Apparently, resident assistants influenced the students in personal skills and had 
an impact on the development and success of not only the student, but the individual. Astin 
( 198 5, a) reported that the most effective method of academic support in resident halls was 
peer tutoring. Student-to-student delivery yielded an increased participation and raised 
comfort levels. Finally, Zunker (1990) substantiated Brown and Astins' findings for peer 
counselors and their effectiveness for student persistence. 
One unique method of residence halls programs, yet unheard of at most institutions 
of higher education, was that of faculty involvement in the residence halls. In a study 
where faculty ate at least one meal per week with students, went to parties, and 
recreational activities, provided tutoring and counseling, and informally interacted with the 
·residential areas observed increased retention significantly (Kuh, et al., 1985). Kuh and 
others further suggested that financial support be made available for some of the activities 
so that they could be a success. Faculty should be optimistic, gregarious, ebullient, and 
charismatic. This was described to fit the "right type," and that faculty should be recruited. 
Pre-program activities allowed.faculty to get to know student leaders and staff for more 
effective communication and clarity of the program. Feedback sessions were held on an 
informal standpoint in order to reinforce the vital points of the program (evaluation). In 
addition, Pascarella and Terenzini (1978) suggested that faculty participation with freshmen 
in residence halls may have provided an increased caring attitude, increased interaction both 
socially and academically, thus leading to otherfactors associated with increased retention. 
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In summary, Astin (1977) and Bloom (1974) both reported that any time there was 
a move to a new environment ( away from home), this created many losses and new 
demands on the student. ~ mismatch of the integration of social and academic activities 
and :isolation from friends and relatives as well as the lack of involvement caused an 
increased in attrition. Furthermore, Astin (1975) contended that where students resided 
while attending college.could be cont~olled by policy-makers, administrators, and students. 
Ad1'llnistrators who saw residence halls as beneficial could have appropriated funds 
accqrdingly to improve living and enhance integration through activities. It was apparent 
that when institutions structured their residential housing carefully that positive results 
o.ccurred toward retention. 
Traditional versus Non-traditional Students to Retention 
A Look at a Growing Population 
"In a time of ever-tightening budgets, combined with the often frantic scramble of 
admissions for people to recruit the dwindling number of high school graduates, the adult 
' ' 
' ' 
student has suddenly acquired a new status. Admissions affairs all over the country are 
' ' 
performing mental gymnastics in their efforts tofind new, and more imaginative ways to 
attract adult students to their campuses," (Kegel, 1977, p. 10). Adults and other defined 
non-traditional students have attended college for many -different reasons. Noel, et al. 
( 1985) indicated that there are three types of adult students. They were degree seekers, 
problem solvers, and cultural enrichment seekers. 
Some characteristics of non-traditional students that impart persistence in college 
included sex, marital and parental status, ethnicity, and age. Men and women experienced 
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different needs. Students with children experienced niore external factors than students 
with.out children. In addition, single parents had a greater variety of needs. Since the 
majority of students attending college today have met non-traditional definitions, it leaves 
higher education administration and faculty trying to understand why these students have 
dropped out of school and why they have stayed in school (Marlon, 1989). Women who 
found themselves in the role of the non-traditional student have faced numerous and 
conflicting roles. They have had to juggle the responsibilities of being an employee, 
hom~maker, mother and a student (Smallwood~ 1980). Champagne and Petitpas (1989) 
indicated both traditional and non-traditional students were at a transition point in their 
lives. The tasks may have differed, but the transition was similar. 
Bean and Metzner ( 1985) defined non-traditional students as a student that could 
be from any part of the country, rich or poor,black, white, or hispanic. Furthermore, they 
were 18 years or older, working full or part-time, retired, with or without dependents. 
Also, they could be married, single, or divorced, and enrolled for either vocational or 
avodational reasons, a single course or in a degree or certificate program. One of the 
larg~st groups of non-traditi9nal students has been women over JO years of age. Stewart 
and Rue (1983) depicted a non-traditional student as one that did not agree with the 
traditional definition that included living on campus, full-time, and 18-24 years old. Martin 
(1988) agreed that non"'.traditional students were often those that wer~ single, Anglo 
women who were or have been employed in technical, professional, or business 
occupations. Whereas, White ( 1980) defined non-traditional as students who were 
marned, had children, over 24 years of age, financially independent of their parents, 
responsible for self and· for others as well, and perceived by others as mature adults in 
society. Reasons for going back to school varied, however the desire for occupational 
change and self-fulfillment were the most often cited. 
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Non-traditional students have been noted to be serious and motivated for various 
reasons. Hazard ( 1993) indicated that American higher education must make available to 
this group the academic assistance to. obtain their educational objective. As non-traditional 
students have continued to grow and comprise a significant portion of enrollment at 
colleges and universities, strategic planning must have included non~traditional students in 
the overall retention program. These special needs for non-traditional students must not be 
ignored. Bean and Metzner ( 1985) indicated that institutional, curricular, political, 
economic, and social factors have led to the dramatic use in enrollment levels of non-
traditional students. As large numbers of workers wanted to change from blue collar to 
white collar jobs they were forced to re~enter higher education to receive training in 
technical, business, or professional services. Allen ( 1993) pointed out that professions, 
vocations, and occupations have increased educational requirements for entry level 
positions. This has led to families taking the opportunity to take their chance with higher 
education to better their way .of life. Furthermore, many couples felt it was necessary to 
hold down two careers per household for personal and financial reasons. In addition, the 
higher education status provided a higher social acceptance in lifelong learning. Many 
times one of the reasons for less retention was that non-traditional students had satisfied 
the necessary job requirements to re-enter the work force and did not necessarily need the 
completed degree program. 
Because there has been many reasons for non-traditional students for leaving 
college, there have been probably as many reasons for attending. Astin (1975) and 
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Pantages and Creedon (1978) concluded that students that indicated themselves as having 
poor study habits also had higher dropout rates. Also, Trent and Medsher (1968) reported 
that persisters spent more time studying than dropouts. Furthermore, Solomon and 
Gordon (1981) entered the thought that students who returned to college lacked 
confidence in their ability to succeed. Kowalski.(1977) and Bean (1980) supported 
absenteeism as a factor for attrition, especially for those with low.academic confidence. 
Stam.an ( 1980) and Kowalski (1977} both substantiated that· students positively related the 
degree of certainty to their major and persistence. In addition, non-traditional students 
reported a higher level of certainty for major than traditional students. 
A study by Beder (1990) posited three reasons for why adult students did not 
participate in adult basic education. They were lack of sufficient motivation, unaware of 
; 
programs, or the motivated students have other external or intrinsic factors that deterred 
their :participation. Darkenwald ( 1981) indicated it was difficult to single out any one 
variable that was a deterrent to participation in an adult or non-traditional educational 
setting. Later he developed a cluster model to identify adults for participation. 
' 
.. 
Darkenwald and Gavin (1987) and Hayes (1988) reported barriers for participation and 
identified typologies in order to plan strategies for adult educational programs. The 
specific deterrents reported included students' feelings, class location, schedules, 
employment, cost, family constraints, etc. 
Lucke (1981) found that adult degree programs were more successful when they 
were .tailored to unique adult audiences. Special programs for women, minorities, and 
I 
professional groups have also enhanced completion and persistence ratings. Trussler 
(1983) pointed out that parking was an ongoing problem for non-traditional students on 
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most camp~ses. This issue was more severe for adults who must balance employment and 
family duties while trying to get to and from class. Trussler ( 1983) further contended that 
adults found registration to be too time-consuming and fnist~ating. Therefore, 
counselors/advisors and admission procedures should have been those that understood 
adults' time constraints and problems. In addition, Trussler (1983) found that the 
unavailability of child, care facilities has often been problems for adults to continue as 
' . . 
stud~nts. Child care costs were major factors, especially when a financial burden may have 
already existed. 
While traditional students attended college for both social and academic reasons, 
non-traditional students.felt more toward academic. Tinto (1975) indicated that social 
reasons were still vital, yet not as rnuch as academic for non-traditional students. 
According to Noel, et al. (1985) the major themes related to attrition were academic 
' 
bore9om and uncertainty about what to study, transition/adjustment problems, academic 
under-preparedness, unrealistic expectations of college, incompatibility, and irrelevancy. 
Since olqer students tended to have lower high school performance, the older student 
academics· at college has often been found to exceed expectations (Greer, 1980). Pinkston 
(1987) recognized students who were both older and academically under-prepared could be 
considered and labeled.non-traditional and at-risk However, Hazard(1993) noted non-
traditional students generally performed better in the classroom, once they have decided to 
commit to entering college. The reason for this could be dependent upon their needs, 
beliefs, attitude, past experiences, maturity, self-concepts, and their own values. Kinimel 
and Murphy (1976) contended that improved retention for non-traditional students 
assodated with faculty-student interaction. Hazard ( 1993) further pointed out that faculty 
members felt intimidated by· adults who challenged their lectures and found them to be 
irrelevant. It was noted that faculty had to overcome this intimidation if they were to be 
successful with adult students. 
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Pierce (1993) suggested that adult students were many times unaware of the work 
involved and time consumed by a college education. As these problems occurred, a 
realization of family, social or health problems may have conflicted with school. The 
students.needed to be reminded and reassured that they were important individually and· 
that ,they should value their education. Different constraints for non-traditional students 
arose as compared to traditional reasons for leaving college from an external viewpoint. 
Adults included financial aid, job responsibilities, moving to new area, transportation, and 
inadequate course offerings. Tinto ( 198 7) related that they leave because of poor academic 
progress, change in objectives; or lack of motivation or energy. Swift (1987) found that 
non-traditional students with full time jobs; remaining in college was related to moral 
sup~ort by the employer, thus playing an important part of determining whether a student 
stay$ or leaves college. Furthermore, Hall (1975) relayed that "lack oftime" was one of 
the most important and frequent reasons for attrition among non-traditional students. This 
would definitely have made an impact on full-time and part-time students. Authors such as 
Kowalski (1977), Louis, Colten and Deineke (1984), .. Pantages and Creedon (1978), 
Skaling ( 1971 ), and Goter ( 1978) expressed that financial difficulty were positively related 
to attrition and was among the top reasons for withdrawal for part-time and full-time 
students. Pascarella ( 1980) indicated that part-time non-traditional students reduced the 
am01;mt of student-student and student-faculty contact and therefore decreasing the 
socializing influence of attending college. Many students with jobs while attending college 
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have fallen into this category as either part-time or full-time students. Other interesting 
studies included those of Astin ( 197 5 ), Hunter and Sheldon ( 1980 ), and Louis, et al. 
( 1984). They observed that the number of hours of employment had an effect on 
persistence. In particular, Astin (1975) reported that students that worked less than 20 · 
hours per week were greater persisters and those that worked over 25 hours per week 
were negatively associated with retention. 
One of the major considerations in promoting commitment to college for non-
.I 
traditional students was the support of family and friends. This is especially true for 
programs that will "fill the gap" for students that have been away from an educational 
setting for a certain period of time. Hunter and Sheldon (1980}rated family pressures and 
obligations as a major reason for withdrawal. This would stand to reason that a parent 
with more children at home would have more responsibilities and, therefore, be more prone 
to depart. Roach (1976) stated that "Older students considered family reaction to their 
college attendance to be a vital part of their satisfaction of their educational experience. 
These types of pressures have been shown to lead to stress that cannot be overcome by the 
. . . 
older student Bean and Metzner (1985) depicted stress as a variable which students 
believed that they experienced from factors that were not related to college attendance as 
weUas from the amount of time and energy required for college study. 
Another key factor that played a major role with the non-traditional student was 
commuting. Stewart and Rue (1983) reported nationally, 80% of undergraduates were 
commuters, and that this was an integral point to· address during the next few years in 
higher education. Noel, et al. (1985) defined a true commuter as one who basically lived at 
· least 50 miles from school and had not packed up and moved from home to attend school. 
50 
From this definition there would be less commitment to the institution by students and to 
re-enroll may be too disruptive to their lives. However, many institutions define 
commuters as those that travel much less than 50 miles for college. Beal and Noel (1980), 
Chickering ( 197 4 ), and Astin ( 1977) indicated that commuters were high-risk students for 
attrition. It was noted that it may be easier not to re-enroll for minor reasons than 
traditional students that were on campus. Therefore, this would mean that commuters 
were less involved in campus activities, less aware of opportunities, less satisfied with 
campus and more likely to leave .. Chickering and Kuper (1971) reported earlier that 
commuters, compared to residents, spent more time with external factors. These included 
conflicts in the home, siblings, parents' attitude, marital conflicts, children, co-worker, 
employer negativity, peers, personal and family debt, and family illnesses. In addition, time 
was a valuable commodity and was limited for the commuter students. They came to 
campus for class and left. 
However, the on-campus students were able to participate in scheduled programs 
and be provided with social integration activities. Commuter students often retained many 
friendships with old friends at home and did not join in the full college life with as many 
new friendships as compared to traditional students. Greer (1980) and Solomon and 
Gordon (1981) agreed with Chickering (1974) in that commuters had less social integration 
in college and usually wanted little to do with social events or life on campus. Louis, et al. 
(1984) further contended that more dropouts felt they had made fewer friends on campus. 
In summary, Brand (1990, p. 2) said "Adult education has a critical role to play in 
helping thousands of people to participate fully in an increasingly complex and competitive 
world. For many adults education is the critical link to economic self-sufficiency and the 
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key to breaking the cycle of illiteracy." Effective programs were noted to be aware of adult 
problems or situations. Two major barriers reflected family and work responsibilities. 
Bohuslor (1980) indicated that there was undoubtedly a degree of stress associated with 
these factors for non-traditional students. However, the reasons for anxiety was unclear. 
In addition, to those previously mentioned, it may have been related to the lack of 
confidence in their academic skills. 
Non-traditional students h~ve been and are students of today and may be of more 
con¢em for tomorrow. Williamson (1972) indicated that we must not continue to neglect 
the student whom we loosely classify as a commuter . Allen ( 1993) reported that attention 
should have been given to creative class scheduling to meet the needs for commuters at 
. . 
times such as weekends, block times, evenings, etc. . One of the newest methods of delivery 
. was iVarious forms of distance learning. Technologies for learning at a distance has affected 
the education of tomorrow and must be considered for non-traditional students. Noel 
(1985) reported similar approaches with learning assistance programs. The programs such 
as developmental courses, tutoring, etc. should be made available to help under-prepared 
students. ·· Learning assistance programs that "fill the gap" for· these students that possibly 
have been away from an educational setting for a certain period of time should have access 
to enhanced non-traditional education. 
Reasons for Leaving College 
Withdrawal Reasons 
Tinto (1987) described two attributes that stand out for departure on an individual 
basis. They were "intention" and "commitment." On the institutional level four terms were 
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noted such as "adjustment", "difficulty", "incongruence", and "isolation." Each depicted 
an inter-factional outcome that arose from individual experiences with the institution. As 
to external factors related to persistence the two most notably were "obligations" and 
"finances." Tinto (1987, p. 156-157) also said that "A person will tend to withdraw from 
college when he perceives that an alternative form of investment of time, energies and 
resources will yield greater benefits, relative to costs, over time than will staying in 
college." He characterized that departures should be categorized into voluntary 
withdrawals and· academic dismissals. He further contended that only ten to fifteen percent 
of all departures were due to academic failure. Therefore, 85 percent of the departures 
were voluntary and were usually related to student intentions and commitments and how 
they related to their academic and social involvement. 
Noel, et al. (1985) described departure as voluntary and involuntary as opposed to 
Tinto's voluntary withdrawal and academic dismissal. Yet Noel, et al. (1985) recognized 
Tinto' s terminology of academic dismissal synonymous with involuntary departure. This 
usually occurred when there was a lack of skill by the individual to do college work. This 
may also be a result of the lack of study skills, discipline, motivation or interest to apply the 
skills that they possessed. This would be seen more often in an open-door policy 
institution. Voluntary departure occurred most often. In this case, sometimes the top 
academic students may still lack the qualities to persist. Intentions, commitment, personal 
factors, and social integration continued to play an integral influence on persistence. One 
thing to consider was that withdrawal did not necessarily mean failure. Many students 
indicated that they may return at a later time and to a different institution. This has been a 
problem with trying to identify the true dropout. 
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By looking at various backgrounds of students, one might have thought that there 
would be a difference in retention based on such things as family status, family income, 
aptitude, etc. Astin (1964) found that families' socioeconomic status appeared to be 
inversely related to dropout rate. Moreover, students from lower income families 
experienced higher attrition rates. Furthermore, college persisters seem to get more advise, 
' . 
praise, and expressed interests from their families (Trent and Ruyle, 1965). However, 
Sewell and Shah (1967) reported that measured ability was nearly twice as important in 
accounting for dropout rates as the social status. of the families. Background factors such 
as family, prior school experiences, individual ability, and interaction with goals impacted 
one's persistence (Tinto, 1975). Tinto further noticed that stronger family social positions 
and expectations led to children expecting more of themselves and subsequently persisting 
longer than lower status backgrounds. 
Numerous factors have been reported as having an affect on withdrawal. Tinto 
(1987) found that the major causes for student withdrawal include academic adjustment, 
goals, uncertainty, commitment, integration and community membership, incongruence and 
isolation. Spady (1971) observed that participating in extracurricular activities was directly 
related to college persistence. These activities provides an integral link to social 
integration. Furthermore, it promotes commitment to the institution and therefore reduced 
the possibility of attrition. Bean ( 1982) listed predictors (independent variables) for 
dropout when student's sex and level of confidence is not available. The predictors listed, 
from the highest to the least, were intent to leave, grades, opportunity to transfer, practical 
value, certainty of choice, loyalty, family approval, courses, student goals, and major and 
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occupational certainty. Somewhat similar to Bean, Astin (1975) listed twelve reasons for 
dropping out of college. In order from highest to lowest were boredom with courses, 
financial, other, marriage, pregnancy or family, poor grades, dissatisfaction with 
requirement, change in career goals, inability to take courses desired, good job offer, 
illness, commuting difficulties, and disciplinarytroubles. Noel et al. (1985) indicated that 
dropping out was not all that simple. It usually involved several reasons intertwined 
together. It first appeared that financial support would be more critical for low-income 
families, but this was inconclusive among most researchers.· Furthermore, men seemed to 
be higher in retention than women, however, those women tended to be voluntary 
withdrawals and not academic dismissals according to (Spady, 1970). However, Heilbrun 
(1965) indicated that for stayers and leavers, dropouts were less mature, more likely to 
rebel against authority, less serious about their endeavors artd less dependable. 
Reports concerning the small community college were that 2-year colleges had 
higher withdrawal rates than 4-year institutions and could be attributable to lower levels of · 
motivation and academic abilities for the entering students at each institution (Astin, 1972). 
However, Astin (1977) later indicated that students from small colleges were much more 
likely to be satisfied with student-faculty relationsthan those in large institutions. Large 
research oriented universities had a slightly lower satisfaction rate, possibly due to neglect 
of undergraduate teaching because of research efforts or impersonality in large 
organizational structures in large universitie~. 
Astin ( 1977) further related that the highest correlation among satisfied students 
were academic reputation and intellectual environment. The quality of classroom 
instruction and faculty-student interaction ranked second. Noel, et al. (1985) felt that other 
factors were related to retention. They included financial support, orientation activities, 
counseling and support services. However, they reported that number one reason was 
"dissatisfied with faculty" ( 66% ). 
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Lastly, another area that may cause withdrawal was "stress." Stress was "any 
situation that evokes negative thoughts.and feelings in a person. The same situation is not 
evocative or stressful for all people" (Whitman, Spendlove, and Clark, 1984, p. 1). Critical 
issues dealing with stress had an effect on both education and retention. For some, simply 
moving away from home was stressful, whereas, others cope very well with this change. 
Also, Whitman and others noted that the need to overcome various levels of stress was one 
of the keys to persistence. Stress could also be challenging to some, yet threatening to 
others. Ideally, a student would experience stress as a challenge in a positive manner, yet 
too many times it led to distress and attrition. As coUege expenses ·have risen, there has 
been an increased competition in an uncertain job market. This has created excess stress to 
students that further caused departure. 
Tinto (1975, p. 104) said "A persons integration into college into the academic and 
social domains of the institution.are themselves the result of the person's perception of the 
benefits ( eg. academic attainments, personal satisfactions, friendships) and the costs ( eg. 
finances, time, dissatisfactions, academic failures) of his attendance at college." Many 
reasons were accountable for departure and they are multi-faceted. We must keep in mind 
that it was the combination of these relationships that affected students differently and at 
various levels. For whatever reasons one student may leave, another may stay for that 
same reason (Tinto, 1996). 
56 
Summary 
Educational attainment and attrition have involved more than diplomas from 
college. They have been related to the performance and the interaction of the individual as 
they attempted to find the "fit" into college life. Many social factors included issues that 
related to how conducive the campus environment was to the satisfactory progress of 
students outside the classroom. . The quality of relationships that students developed during 
their first few weeks of school easily had an impact on the successful· integration both 
socially and academically. There have been no easy answers to all the problems faced by 
students, therefore the institutions have continually embraced many theories to study and 
assist students to persist. 
CHAPTER III 
PROCEDURES 
Design 
The procedures in this s,tudy followed the purpose and objectives for assessing 
. . ; 
selected factors that pertain to retention at Eastern Oklahoma State College. Students 
·. were·surveyed for th,eir attitudes according to factors that have been shown in earlier 
research to have an impact on attrition, retention, or persistence. The instruments utilized 
were developed by the American College Testing Program. In this study, they were used 
to measure attitudes (levels of satisfaction) of students. The surveys used were the 
Stu9ent Opinion Survey, Outcomes Survey and Withdrawal/Nonreturning Student Survey. 
The· goal in mind, after analysis, would assist policy·makers to develop further plans and 
ultitpately decrease·attritio'n at Eastern Oklahoma State Coll~ge. 
The following objectives gpided the study: 
1. To measure and determine if there were ~ifferences in student attitudes toward 
· selected academic and institutional factors at mid-second semester and at graduation. 
2. To measure and determine if there were differences in student attitudes of 
traditional and non-traditional· students toward selected academic and institutional factors 
at mid-second semester and at graduation. 
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3. To measure and determine if there were differences in student attitudes of 
agriculture and non-agriculture students toward selected academic and institutional 
factors at mid-second semester and at graduation. 
4. To identify major reasons for student withdrawal from Eastern Oklahoma State 
College. 
· ' Population 
Students at.Eastern Oklahoma State College between the Fall 1995 and Spring 
1998 were surveyed at three possible observation points. Students volunteering to 
participate completed the surveys. Students that persisted for more than one semester had 
the opportunity to complete the Student Opinion Survey at mid..;second semester, whereas 
students completing a degree program in each Spring semester were asked to complete a 
survey that related to their total experience (Outcomes Survey) at Eastern Oklahoma State 
College. In contrast, those students that withdrew from Eastern Oklahoma State College 
during this time period· and completed withdrawal procedures indicated their reasons for 
. . 
. . ~ . . . 
leaving (Withdrawal/Nonreturiling Student Survey). 
Two groups were identified by the researcher to be valid comparisons of concern 
toward retention. As mentioned in thereview ofliterature, non-traditional students are 
becoming more evident as an identified group in higher education. Therefore, a further 
study of traditional and non-traditional students is evident as useful information in 
strategic planning by administrators in higher edu·cation. Due to the nature of a rural 
co~unity college, most traditional students are younger than the average age at a 
university. Therefore, the administration at Eastern Oklahoma State College identified 20 
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to 21 years of age as the traditional student age instead of 25 years of age. Furthermore, 
institutions that have included agriculture as a part of their curriculum has informally seen 
the added extracurricular activities and informal contact displayed by agriculture students 
and faculty. Subsequ~ntly, the question has been raised as to ''Does this affect retention 
or satisfaction?" Therefore, evidence (dat~) is merited to verify the importance of these 
activities and informal· contact toward student retention for a specific group such as 
agriculture. During this study, retention rates at Eastern Oklahoma State College have 
risen for agriculture students and the rates are above the average of the entire student 
body. Therefore, the ~swers concerning this increase, may be found from the results of 
the factors researched in this study. 
Eastern Oklahoma State College considers student opinion to be an important part 
of ongoing efforts to constantly improve services and programs and to help in student 
retention. Surveys to measure student satisfaction were administered as described in the 
section titled "Surveying Procedures". 
Instruments for the Study 
. -
The students at Eastern Oklahoma State College, during the 3 year study, had the 
opportunity to complete at least one, if not two of the three ACT surveys. If the student 
completed a degree program, they completed the Student Opinion and Outcomes surveys. 
If a Student withdrew from Eastern Oklahoma State College they completed one or two 
surveys depending on the time of departure. They should have completed the 
Withdrawal/Nonreturning Student Survey and possibly the Student Opinion Survey if they 
left after February of their first year. Furthermore, if a student indicated to the advisor or 
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counselor that they would not be returning the next semester, they were asked to complete 
the Withdrawal/Nonreturning Student Survey. 
Archival records were obtained from the American College Testing Program for 
students completing the fore-mentioned surveys. The American College Testing Programs 
sub-divided the data into groups per request and returned the data to Eastern Oklahoma 
State College, therefore producing complete anonymity. An application for exemption was 
filed to the Internal Review Board at Oklahoma State University for this research study. 
The Internal Review Board is the governing body for review and approval of all research 
dealing with human subjects for Oklahoma State University. The purpose of this 
governing board is to ensure that the rights and welfare of human subjects were properly 
protected. This research project was given exempt status in June of 1997. 
The standardized surveys included several sections, in order to obtain various 
information from students. In all three surveys the first page asked the student to give 
background information. The Student Opinion Survey included six sections to obtain 
information. Section two inquired about college impressions while. section three asked the 
student to indicate their level of satisfaction for college services. The research information 
was obtained from this section. The researcher identified the specific questions within this 
section because of their similarity to questions in the Outcomes Survey and because of 
their relevance found in the literature. Furthermore, the researcher identified some of the 
factors from pertinent discussions from various retention committee members. Section 
four gave the student the opportunity to relate their opinions on the college environment. 
Lastly, sections five and six were optional to the college in case there were any additional 
questions or for students to provide personal comments for the institution. 
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The Outcomes Survey listed college outcomes in section two, yet section three 
was used for the study. Section three was titled "Satisfaction with given aspects of this 
college." Questions within this category were chosen because of the same reasons given 
in the fore-mentioned paragraph relating to the Student Opinion Survey. Section four 
questioned the students about their experiences at the college. Again, the remaining 
sections were available for additional·college and student usage. 
The Withdrawal/Nonreturning Student Survey offered the institution to ask 
additional questions in section two while section three was used to obtain the information 
for the study. Section three was divided into five sections; personal, academic, 
institutional, financial, and employment. 
The Student Opinion Survey studied the factors pertaining to perceptive attitudes 
and initial opinions from experiences such as Quality of Instruction, Availability of 
Instructor, Respect for Students, Academic Advising, Class Size, Financial Aid Services, 
Social Involvement, Orientation, Residence Halls, Career Planning, Student Employment, 
Cafeteria Services and Parking Facilities. These factors assisted the study to observe 
frequency data at mid:-second semester. By this time, after someone completed a semester 
at the institution, most students haq the opportunity to experience most programs and 
services on campus and project a better opinion of services as compared to the beginning 
of the school year. In addition, demographic data from the Student Opinion Survey was 
collected in order to relate comparisons such as traditional versus non-traditional students, 
and agriculture versus non-agriculture students. 
The Outcomes Survey served the purpose of assessing the attitudes of those 
students who were successful and persisted. Many times knowing the reasons why 
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students stayed was as important as looking at the reasons for withdrawal or involuntary 
departure. The factors reported from the Outcomes Survey included Quality of 
Instruction, Availability of Instructor, Respect for Students, Academic Advising, Class 
Size; Financial Aid Services, Social Involvement, Orientation, Residence Halls, Career 
Planning, and Student Employment. 
Lastly, the Withdrawal/Nonreturning Student Survey was utilized to record the 
primary reasons for attrition. Personal, academic and institutional factors were observed 
to determine whether the institution· could have helped the student to persist and to 
ascertain future programs and services for students. The most often indicated 
observations were utilized by calculating means to see the predominant reason for why 
students left Eastern Oklahoma State College. 
Validity and Reliability 
The Evaluation Survey Service instruments were developed by the American 
College Testing Program (ACT). The instruments were constructed after a thorough 
review of the pertinent liter.atute and after consultation with expert practitioners in the 
relevant fields. Many items were selected from instruments used in previous large-scale 
ACT .research studies and research services; others were suggested by the literature and by 
professional educators. Each of the instruments were also examined for clarity and 
accuracy by a small sample of currently-enrolled secondary or post.,secondary students. 
Following these reviews, a pilot version of each instrument was administered to several 
hundred students, prospective students, or former students at a number of institutions 
across the country. The American College Testing Program was careful to establish 
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validity and reliability of the instruments. Following these analysis, the final forms of the 
ESS instruments were developed (ACT User's Guide, 1996). 
Perhaps the most direct evidence of the validity of the instruments was in the items 
themselves. They were easy to read, straightforward, logical questions that dealt directly 
with particular aspects of the college. 
With respect to reliability, when group statistics were utilized, analogous group 
reliability statistics were appropriate. For example, generalizability coefficients were 
obtained from studying ten institutions for the·Stud~nt Opinion Survey (Valiga, 1990). 
V aliga, 1990 indicated that when samples of students numbered above one hundred fifty 
there was a generalizability coefficient above . 90 in all cases. 
Surveying Procedures 
The Student Opinion Survey (short form) was administered in February in the 
English Composition II classes in 1996, 1997, and 1998. This was appropriate, at this 
point, because the opinion survey addressed attitudes that utilized the institutional 
. . ' . 
experiences of students: . The judgement of the students, after one full semester, would 
develop an initial valid opinion. · In the Spring of f 996, 263 · students completed the 
Student Opinion Survey. Furthermore, 253 students completed the same survey in 
February of 1997, and 168 students in 1998 completed the survey, in the same manner. 
Thus, the total number of students completing the Student Opinion Survey was 684 . 
. The Outcomes Survey was given to all graduates when they visited the Counseling 
Center to finalize information for graduation. As a result of the time involved, the 
students completed the survey while waiting to see a counselor to discuss graduation 
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during the graduation exit interview procedure. This seemed to work quite nicely with 
very few complaints from students. The procedure seemed to fall in place systematically 
and was convenient for the respondents. 
Graduating students surveyed using. the Outcomes Survey totalled 689. A sum of 
255 students were surveyed in May of 1996, whereas, 217 students completed the 
· Outcomes Survey in May of 1997, and 217 students responded in April of 1998 . 
. The Withdrawal/Non-returning Student Survey was given to departing students 
. . 
throughout the Fall, Spring and Summer semesters. When the withdrawal process was 
initiated by the student, a survey was completed in the Office of Student Services before 
the student completed paperwork to finalize withdrawal from school. However, if a 
student was involuntarily withdrawn, or students departed without following official 
procedures a survey was not completed. One hundred and three students recorded a 
Withdrawal/Nonreturning Student Survey during the 1995-1996 school year. The 
Withdrawal/Non-returning Student Survey was given to 125 departing students 
throughout the Fall, Spring, and Summer of 1996-97. Whereas, 75 students responded to 
the Withdrawal/Nonreturning Survey for the 1997-98 school term during the Fall, Spring, 
and Summer semesters. Thus, totaling 303 students that completed the Withdrawal/Non-
returning Student Survey during the three year period. 
In summary, the total sample population consisted of 1676 students that completed 
surveys. This represented response rates of approximately 70 % for both the Student 
Opinion Survey and the Outcomes Survey. Whereas, only 15 % of those students that left 
Eastern Oklahoma State College during the time of this study completed the 
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Withdrawal/Non-returning Student Survey. One concern would be the responses from the 
non-respondents. 
Analysis of Data 
The student opinion and outcomes. surveys utilized· a Likert type scale of six 
response choices for the students to respond. In order to calculate a mean response, the 
items in this study were assigned numerical values to the response categories. They are as 
follows: Very Satisfied ( 5) was the highest rating of satisfaction, followed by Satisfied 
(4), Neutral (3), Dissatisfied (2) and Very Dissatisfied (1). The sixth choice implied "not 
applicable for their situation." This was scored a zero and reported in the tables as "No 
Response." However, "No Responses" were not calculatedin the determination of mean 
scores. Means and standard deviations were reported to give an indication of central 
tendency and amount of variation among the data. In this case, mean scores according to 
the following categories were implied from the data. 
Very Satisfied 
Satisfied 
Neutral 
Dissatisfied 
Very Dissatisfied 
4.5 - 5.00 
3.5 - 4.49 
2.5 - 3.49 
1.5 - 2.49 
1.49 and below 
Means were calculated by multiplying the number of responses by the numerical 
value assigned and then was divided by the total number of actual respondents. 
Moreover, the percentages, listed in the frequency tables, were calculated by dividing the 
number of responses by the number of possible respondents for academic factors, since 
academic factors applied to all students. However, there were students that did not 
respond to a particular institutional factor because the situation or factor did not apply to 
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them. Therefore, percentages for institutional factors were calculated by dividing the 
number of responses by the number of respondents for each situation. In both cases, a 
"No Response" was observed and reported. Therefore, "n" varied more for institutional 
factors because not all factors applied to all students and this led to widely varying 
numbers of responses. 
Furthermore, mean scores and standard deviations were compared for differences 
by utilizing the t test method. Tests of significance was determined for both the 95 and 99 
percent confidence intervals. 
Students that officially withdrew completed the Student Withdrawal/Nonreturning 
Student Survey as a part oft~e withdrawal procedures. Forty-eight choices were available 
from these five categories for the students to select as a "major" or "minor" reason for 
leaving. In some cases, the students may have left several blank or indicated "not a 
reason." If the student indicated the item was a "major" reason then the item was scored a 
three, whereas a "minor" reason equaled a two and "not a reason" or a blank response was 
scored a one. 
Statistical Procedures 
Descriptive statistical analysis including the means of student attitude responses 
and frequency distributions were used to describe the information obtained from the 
surveys. Furthermore, t test comparisons were conducted to test differences of the mean 
comparisons from the observations of attitudes. This was intended to test the differences 
for traditional and non-traditional students as well as agriculture and non-agriculture 
students. 
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Students who completed four semesters and/or were continuously enrolled were 
classified as persisters while those who withdrew or failed to re-enroll were non-persisters. 
The persisters were used as the dependent variable and factors that lowered attitudes or 
caused withdrawal were the independent variables in this study. 
CHAPTER IV 
PRESENTATION OF DATA AND ANALYSIS 
Introduction 
The purpOse of this chapter is to describe the information obtained from students 
at Eastern Oklahoma State College concerning their attitudes (levels of satisfaction) about 
the college. Both academic and institutional factors were obtained from records using 
surveys developed by the American College Testing Program. 
This chapter will be divided into five sections. First, frequency distributions will be 
presented for both academic and institutional factors from the Student Opinion Survey for 
all students, traditional-age students, non-traditional students, agriculture students and 
non-agriculture students . Secondly, frequency distributions will be reported in the same 
manner with the same categories for the Outcomes Survey. The third section will depict 
mean comparisons for academic and institutional factors between both traditional students 
and non-traditional students from the Student Opinion Survey. Also, this section will 
include a mean comparison for agriculture and non-agriculture students for academic and 
institutional factors. Fourthly, mean comparisons will be reported for academic and 
institutional factors for both traditional and non-traditional students as well as agriculture 
and non-agriculture students from the Outcomes survey. The final section will be devoted 
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devoted to reporting data (means) from the Student Withdrawal/Nonreturning Student 
Survey .. These data will represent the primary reasons for departure for those students 
· officially withdrawing arid completing the survey frorn the fall of 1995 through the spring 
of 1998. 
Frequency Distributions for Student 
Opinion Survey 
The survey contained several factors for the students to answer, however, the 
. - .· . . . 
researcher selected 13 pertinent factors to observe from the records. There were 684 
respondents to five selected academic factors. The factors in question were Quality of 
Instruction, Availability oflnstructor, Respect for Students by the instructors, Academic 
.Advising, and Class Size. In each case "n" represented the number of possible 
· respondents and "%" indicated the percentage of responses for that particular level of 
satisfaction. Table 1 was constructed to illustrate levels of satisfaction for all students on 
five·selected academic factors at the mid-point of their second semester of enrollment. 
. . . 
Using the procedures described in Chapter III, mean responses were calculated on the 
factors. It should be noted.that on the average students indicated they were "satisfied" 
with all five of these academic factors. However, with a 4.32 mean response, it was 
disclosed that they were most satisfied with Class Size. Class Size exhibited the highest 
level of satisfaction with over 90 percent satisfaction being both very satisfied or satisfied. 
This was followed rather closely by Respect for Students with a 4.26 mean response. 
Availability of Instructor and Academic Advising, each with a 4.04 mean response, were 
the lowest rated of the factors. 
TABLE 1 
LEVELS OF SATISFACTION ON SELECTED ACADEMIC FACTORS 
FOR ALL STUDENTS AT MID-SECOND SEMESTER 
Academic Factor Total Very Satisfied. Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied Very Dissatisfied 
Response (5) (4) (3) (2) (1) 
n n % n % n % n .·· % n % 
Quality of Instruction 684 232 33.9 · 317 46.3 89 13.0 17 2.5 5 0.7 
Availability of Instructor 684 194 28.4 329 48.1 119 17.4 13 1.9 8 1.2 
Respect for Students 684 275 40.2 320 46.8 69 10.l 8 1.2 4 0.6 
Academic Advising 684 217 31.7 307 44.9 99 14.5 31 4.5 9 1.3 
Class Size 684 272 39.8 352 51.5 51 7.5 1 0.2 1 0.2 
No 
Response 
n % 
24 3.5 
21 3.1 
8 1.2 
21 3.1 
7 1.0 
Mean 
Response 
x 
4.14 
4.04 
4.26 
4.04 
4.32 
sd 
.79 
.81 
.73 
.88 
.62 
.....J 
0 
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Data relative to traditional-age students (Table 2) revealed that Class Size and 
Respect for Students were the highest levels of satisfaction again (90 and 86 percent, 
respectively). Even though none of the five factors scored below the satisfied level, 
Availability of Instructor and Academic Advising were fourth and fifth consistently. 
Availability of Instructor seemed the one to be concerned about in this case since only 
73.8 percent of the students felt that they could reach their instructor when needed. Table 
2 further illustrated that non-traditional students followed a pattern much like the 
traditional students. Again, Class Size and Respect for Students were reported to be from 
87 to 92 percent, while Availability oflnstructor and Academic Advising were less than 80 
percent. Similarly, mean responses were reported to be at or above 4.00. 
Table 3 represented agriculture student attitudes. Data from Table 3 indicated that 
Quality of Instruction and Academic Advising were a close second and third to Class Size 
and were both very satisfied or satisfied (over 93 percent). Furthermore, the agriculture 
students claimed higher ratings for Availability of Instructor than did the overall student 
body (87.2 % to 76.5 %, Tables 1 and 3). In fact, when compared to the non-agriculture 
students (Table 3), agriculture students indicated a higher frequency of satisfaction in 
every factor combined for both very satisfied and satisfied. Even though the non-
agriculture students' ratings of satisfaction was lower in magnitude, they continued to 
have mean scores above 4.0 (considered in the satisfied level). 
Tables 4-6 represented frequency data for institutional factors for each group; (all 
students, traditional, non-traditional, agriculture, and non-agriculture). Responses from 
the Student Opinion Survey for eight institutional factors were observed. The factors 
included Financial Services, Social Involvement/ Activities, Orientation, Residence Halls, 
TABLE2 
--
.. 
LEVELS OF SATISFACTION ON SELECTED ACADEMIC FACTORS FOR TRADITIONAL AND 
NON-TRADITIONAL STUDENTS AT MID.:SECOND SEMESTER 
Academic Factor Total Very Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied Very Dissatisfied No Mean 
Response (5) (4) (3) (2) . (1) Response Response 
n -- n % n % n % n % n % n % x sd 
Traditional 
Quality of Instruction 420 131 31.2 203 48.3 61 14.5 - 6 1.4 1 .02 18 4.3 4.13 .73 
Availability of 
Instructor 420 110 26.2 200 47.6 86 20.5 4 0.9 4 0.9 16 3.8 4.00 .78 
Respect for Students 420 152 36.2 212 50.2 44 10.5 4 1.0 0 0 8 1.9 4.23 .66 
Academic Advising 420 - 131 31.2 195 46.4 58-- 13.8 19 - 4.5 1 . 1.0 16 3.8 4.05 .85 
Class Size 420 169 40.2 210 50.0 33 7.9 I 0.2 1 0.2 6 1.4 4.32 .64 
Non-Traditional 
Quality of Instruction 264 101 38.3 114 43.2 28 10.6 11 4.2 4 1.5 6 2.3 4.14 .88 
Availability of 
Instructor 264 84 31.8 129 48.9 33 12.5 9 3.4 4 1.5 5 . 1.9 4.09 .86 
Respect for Students 264 123 46.6 108 40.9 25 9.5 4 1.5 4 1.5 0 0.0 4.3 l .81 
Academic Advising 264 86 32.6 112 42.4 41 15.5 12 4.6 5 1.9 8 3.0 4.03 .93 
Class Size 264 103 39.0 142 53.8 18 6.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 I 0.4 4.33 .60 
-
-..l 
N 
TABLE3 
LEVELS OF SATISFACTION ON SELECTED ACADEMIC FACTORS FOR AGRICULTURE 
AND NON-AGRICULTURE STUDENTS AT MID-SECOND SEMESTER 
-
Academic Factor Total Very Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied Very-Dissatisfied No Mean 
Response (5) (4) (3) (2) (1) Response Response 
n n % n % n % n % n % n % x sd 
Agriculture 
Quality of Instruction 78 . 34 43.6 39 50.0 4 5.1 0 0.0 0 0.0 l .3 4.40 .57 
Availability of 
Instructor 78. 30 38.5 38 48.7 9 11.5 0 0.0 ·o 0.0 l .3 4.28 .63 
Respect for Students 78 
.. 
36 46.1 31 39.7 10 12.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 . l 1.3 4.34 .70 
Academic Advising 78 34 43.6 38 50.0 .4 5.1 l 1.3 O· 0.0 l 1.3 4.36 .63 
Class Size 78. 39 50.0 35 44.9 3 3.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 l 1.3 4.47 .55 
Non-Agriculture 
Quality of Instruction 606 198 32.7 278 45.9 85 14.0 19 3.1 l 0.2 25 4.1 4.12 .70 
Availability of 
Instructor 606 164 27.l 291 48.0 110 18.2- 13 2.1 8 1.3 20 3.3 4.01 .74 
Respect for Students 606 239 39.4 289 47.7 58 9.6 8 1.3 4 0.7 8 1.3 4.25 .72 
Academic Advising 606 183 30.2 268 44.2 95 15.7 29 4.8 9 1.5 22 3.6 4.01 .90 
Class Size 606 233 38.4 317 52.3 48 7.9 l 0.2 I 0.2 6 1.0 4.30 .62 
'-I 
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Career Planning, Student Employment Services, Cafeteria, and Parking Facilities. In this 
case, varying numbers represented each factor in the tables due to many students 
considering themselves to be, not· applicable to the particular situation. 
Table 4 was constructed to illustrate levels of satisfaction on selected institutional 
. . . 
factors for all students at mid-second semester. , The highest rating of satisfaction for all 
. . 
students for institutional factors shown in Student Employment, (91 % satisfied and a inean 
score of 4.34), while the Cafeteria easily was rated the lowest (36.8 % satisfied with a 
mean score of 2. 81 ). Empirically, there was more inconsistency for institutional factors 
than for academic factors. In addition,. Financial Services, Career Planning, Social 
Involvement, and Orientation exhibited means above a 3.67 which represented the 
· satisfied level. In contrast, Cafeteria Services, Parking Facilities and Residence Halls 
reported means ofless than 3. 5. This revealed a Neutral mean, although this may not be 
as neutral as there are as many dissatisfied attitudes as there are satisfied attitudes. One 
note of interest is that many students have considered financial reasons as being a primary 
reason for departure, yet Financial Services received a high rating of satisfaction. This 
could ag~ee with Demos (1964) and Guin (1973) in that many students offered financial 
reasons for leaving college as a sociallra,cceptable reason .. However, it could be that 
money management or lack of planning was the problem. 
When considering traditional students for institutional factors (Table 5), it was 
observed that Cafeteria, Parking and Residence Halls disclosed mean scores below 3. 5 and 
Orientation approached the 3.5 level of satisfaction. In fact; both Cafeteria Services and 
Parking Facilities were below the 3. 0 rating of satisfaction. This could be interpreted that 
more students were dissatisfied than satisfied with these factors. This was definitely true 
TABLE4 
LEVELS OF SATISFACTION ON SELECTED INSTITUTIONAL FACTORS 
FORALL STUDENTS AT MID-SECOND SEMESTER 
Institutional Factor Total Very Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied Very Dissatisfied No 
Response (5) (4) (3) (2) (1) Response 
n n % n % n % n % n % ·n % 
Financial Services 684 186 43.3 140 32.5 63 14.7 24 5.6 17 4.0 254 37.1 
Social Involvement/ Activities 684 45 19.9 130 57.5 42 18.6 7 3.1 2 0.9 458 67.0 
Orientation 684 78 17.2 225 49.7 109 24.1 27 6.0 14 3.1 231 33.8 
Residence Halls 684 23 12.5 88 47.8 31 16.9 28 15.2 14 7.6 500 73.1 
Career Planning 684 53 35.1 80 53.0 15 9.9 3 2.0 0 0.0 533 77.9 
Student Employment 684 72 49.6 60 41.4 8 5.5 3 2.1 2 1.4 539 78.8 
Cafeteria 684 26 7.5 101 29.3 91 26.4 70 20.3 57 16.5 339 49.6 
Parking Facilities 684 50 9.0 205 36.9 114 20.5 119 21.4 68 12.2 128 18.7 
Note: "n" may vary because not all factors applied to all students and this led to widely varying numbers ofresponses 
Mean 
Response 
x 
4.06 
3.88 
3.67 
3.39 
4.21 
4.34 
2.81 
3.08 
sd 
1.05 
.75 
.87 
1.13 
.69 
.78 
1.16 
1.18 
-...J 
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TABLE 5 
LEVELS OF SATISFACTION ON SELECTED INSTITUTIONAL FACTORS FOR TRADITIONAL AND 
NON-TRADITIONAL STUDENTS AT MID-SECOND SEMESTER 
Institutional Factor Total Very Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied Very Dissatisfied No Mean 
Response (5) (4) (3) (2) (I) Response Response 
n n % n % n % n % n % n % x sd 
Traditional 
Financial Services 420 96 38.2 86 34.3 39 15.5 19· 7.6 6 2.4 169 40.2 4.02 1.00 
Social Involvement/ Activities 420 39 22.2 94 53.4 30 17.l 5 2.8 2 I. I 244 58.1 3.92 .79 
Orientation 420 39 12.8 152 49.8 78 25.6 18 5.9 9 3.0 115 27.4 3.59 .85 
Residence Halls 420 25 15.8 71 44.9 27 17.1 22 13.9 11 7.0 262 62.4 3.48 l.13 
Career Planning 420 30 31.6 48 50.5 9 9.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 325 77.4 4.23 .62 
Student Employment 420 46 47.4 38 39.2 5 5.2 2 2.21 0 0.0 323 76.9 4.39 .70 
Cafeteria 420 8 3.4 56 23.9 64 27.4 60 25.6 43 18.4 186 44.3 2.62 1.08 
Parking Facilities 420 27 7.5 119 33. l 75 · 20.9 8 22.8 4.9 13.7 61 14.5 2.97 l.19 
Non-Traditional 
Financial Services 264 90 47.4 54 28.4 24 12.6 5 2:6 JI 5.8 74 28.0 4.10 l.l l 
Social Involvement/ Activities 264 6 10.2 36 61.0 12 20.3 2 3.4 0 0.0 205 77.7 3.80 .58 
Orientation 264 39 24.4 73 45.6 31 19.4 9 5.6 5 3.1 104 39.4 3.79 .89 
Residence Halls 264 4 10.0 17 42.5 6 15.0 6 15.0 3 7.5 224 84.9 3.33 l.10 
Career Planning 264 23 34.9 32 48.5 6 9.1 3 4.6 0 0.0 198 75.0 4.17 .76 
Student Employment 264 26 44.8 22 37.9 3 5.2 l 1.17 2 3.5 206 78.0 4.25 .87 
Cafeteria 264 18 15.4 45 38.5 27 23.l 10 8.6 14 12.0 147 55.7 3.29 1.19 
Parking Facilities 264 23 11.l 86 41.3 39 18.8 37 17.8 19 9.1 56 21.2 3.25 1.15 ......J 
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for the Cafeteria (only 27.3 % satisfied or very satisfied), but the frequency of satisfied 
students for Parking revealed 40.6 % satisfied or very satisfied, while 36.5 % were 
dissatisfied or very dissatisfied. The reason for the mean being slightly less than 3.0 was 
that there was a higher percentage of very dissatisfied versus very satisfied (13. 7 % to 
7.5 %). 
Furthermore, Table 5 depicted non-traditional students in which they followed 
much the same pattern as the traditional students; except for Cafeteria Services. Cafeteria 
ratings continued to be low; yet the frequency percentage of satisfaction levels were much 
higher (53.9 % satisfied) for non...:traditional than ~raditional students (27.3 %, almost . 
double). In addition; mean scores for non-traditional students were higher than for 
traditional students (3.29 versus 2.62). One can only speculate why this would occur. 
Possibly, older students were more mature and understanding of feeding large numbers in 
a cafeteria setting. Another reason may be that they were simply more appreciative after 
they have been away from home and eaten their own cooking for a few years. 
Table 6 illustrated the levels of satisfaction for institutional factors for both 
. . . . 
agriculture and non-agriculture students~ One hundred percent ofthe agriculture students, 
affected by jobs on campus, were very satisfied or satisfied with Student Employment 
Services, thus rendered the highest mean score for institutional services (4.5). Financial 
Services, Social Involvement, and Career Planning rated highly (above 72 percent) for 
satisfaction with each factor, even though they did not rank as high as Student 
Employment (100%). Consistent with all students as well as traditional and non-
traditional students, agriculture students indicated that Cafeteria, Parking and Residence 
Halls ranked the lowest in satisfaction. Less than 17 percent of the agriculture students 
TABLE6 
LEVELS. OF SATISFACTION ON SELECTED INSTITUTIONAL FACTORS FOR AGRICULTURE 
AND NON-AGRICULTURE STUDENTS AT MID-SECOND SEMESTER 
Institutional Factor Total Very Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied .· Very Dissatisfied No Mean 
Response (5) (4) (3) (2) (1) Response Response 
n n % n % n % n % n % n % x sd 
Agriculture 
Financial Services 78 19 37.3 18 35.3 6 11.8 5 9.8 0 0.0 27 34.6 3.98 .99 
Social Involvement/Activities 78 9 22.5 21 52.5 7 17.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 38 48.7 4.07 .64 
Orientation 78 9 16.4 27 49.1 13 23.6 2 3.6 3 5.5 23 29.5 3.73 .83 
Residence Halls 78 4 12.9 14 45.2 6 19.4 4 12.9 2 6.5 47 60.3 3.43 1.03 
Career Planning 78 7 35.0 12 60.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 58 74.4 4.43 .47 
Student Employment 78 10 50.0 10 50.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 58 74.4 4.5 .49 
Cafeteria 78 1 2.0 7 14.3 16 32.7 11 · 22.4 14 28.6 29 37.2 2.37 .95 
Parking Facilities 78 5 7.8 25 39.1 14 21.9 10 15.6 8 12.5 14 18.0 3.17 1.12 
Non-Agriculture 
Financial Services 606 167 43.7 122 31.9 57 14.9 19 5.0 17 45 224 37.0 4.06 1.03 
Social Involvement/Activities 606 37 19.8 108 57.1 35 18.5 7 3.7 2 1.1 417 68.8 3.90 .72 
Orientation 606 69 17.3 198 49.6 96 24.1 25 6.3 11 2.8 207 34.2 3.72 .80 
Residence Halls 606 25 15.8 74 46.8 23 14.6 24 15.2 12 7.6 448 73.9 3.63 1.14 
Career Planning 606 46 34.9 68 51.5 15 11.4 3 2.3 0 0.0 474 78.2 4.19 .69 
Student Employment 606 62 49.6 50 40.0 8 6.4 3 2.4 2 1.6 481 79.4 4.33 .61 
Cafeteria 606 25 8.5 94 31.8 75 25.3 59 19.9 43 14.5 310 51.2 3.00 1.11 
Parking Facilities 606 45 9.1 180 36.4 100 20.2 109 22.1 60 12.2 112 18.5 3.08 1.16 
-....) 
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. were satisfied with the Cafeteria, while Parking and Residence Halls faired much better at 
46. 9 and 5 8 .1 percent, respectively, yet were lower than the other five factors. In 
addition, mean scores of2.37, 3.17, and 3A3 for Cafeteria, Parking, and Residence Halls: 
revealed a iess than satisfied level. 
Means and percentages for non-agriculture students appeared to be similar to 
those of agriculture students, except for Cafeteria and Career Planning (Table 6). 
Agriculture students indicated a higher satisfaction level for Career Planning, 95 percent 
while non-agriculture students reported a 80.8 percent satisfied response, 
In contrast, non-agriculture students rated the Cafeteria much higher than the 
Agriculture students (means of 3.00 compared to 2.37). Again, Student Employment was 
indicated as the highest level for non-agriculture students with over nearly 90 percent 
satisfaction and a mean response of 4.33. Finally, we observed that non-agriculture 
students, ranked Financial Services second with a satisfaction level of 7 5. 6 percent in the 
very satisfied or satisfied category. 
·. Frequency Distributions for the: .. 
Outcomes Survey 
Frequency data for all students, traditional, non-traditional, agriculture, and non-
agriGulture with both academic and institutional factors are reported in Tables 7-12 
regarding the Outcomes Survey at graduation. Tables 7-9 display the academic factors 
and Tables 10-12 exhibit the results for the institutional factors. There were 689 
respondents that completed the survey for the academic factors, whereas varied numbers 
80 
of respondents completed the institutional factors. This was dependent upon the relativity 
to each respondent. 
Table 7 illustrated that every academic factor depicted an eighty percent or higher 
rating for very satisfied and satisfied combined from all the students. The highest rating 
was Class Size ( mean response of 4. 3 1 ), while the lowest level of satisfaction was for 
Availability of Instructor ( 4. 13). In fact,· the frequency ratings at graduation for academic 
scores were similar to the academic ratings for the. Student Opinion Survey at mid-second 
semester. Even though the mean scores and percentages of satisfaction were considerably 
high for all academi.c factors, one may want to be· cautious of the lowest rating whenever 
retention percentages decline abruptly. 
Table 8 indicated that traditional students level of satisfaction records for the 
Outcomes Survey indicated that they were much like all the students in regard that Class 
Size (mean response of 4.35) and Respect for Students (4.24) rated higher than 
Availability of Instructor, Quality of Instruction, and quality of Academic Advising ( 4 .18, 
4.13, and 4.19, respectively). However, the percentage of acceptable satisfaction levels 
continued to be easily above eighty-five percent. 
Class Size continued to be the highest frequency for both mean score and level of 
satisfaction, 4.29 and 89.4 % for non-traditional students. Furthermore, Availability of 
Instructor had the lowest attitude rating with a 4. 09 and a level of satisfaction percentage 
of 78.5 percent. In comparison, traditional students recorded the lowest mean score for 
Quality of Instruction (4.13), while non-traditional students scored Availability of 
Instructor as the lowest mean score (4.09). However, in both cases, mean scores were 
above a 4.0 (satisfied) and percentage ofsatisfied or better was above 78 %. 
TABLE 7 
LEVELS OF SATISFACTION ON SELECTED ACADEMIC FACTORS 
FOR ALL STUDENTS AT GRADUATION 
Academic Factor Total Very Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied Very Dissatisfied 
Response (5) (4) (3) (2) (1) 
11 n % n % n % n % n % 
Quality of Instruction · 689 231 33.5 367 53.3 72 10.5 16 2.3 2 .03 
Availability oflnstructor 689 247 35.8 317 46.0 93 13.5 21 3.1 8 1.2 
Respect for Students 689 282 40.9 319 46.3 63 9.1 18 2.6 5 . 0.7 
Academic Advising 689 285 41.4 293 42.5 70 10.2 21 3.1 12 1.7 
Class Size 689 284 41.2 334 48.5 61 8.9 6 0.9 0 0.0 
No 
Response 
n % 
l .2 
3 .4 
2 .3 
8 1.2 
4 .6 
Mean 
Response 
x 
4.17 
4.13 
4.24 
4.20 
4.31 
sd 
.73 
.83 
.78 
.87 
.66 
00 
-
TABLE 8 
LEVELS OF SATISFACTION ON SELECTED ACADEMIC FACTORS FOR TRADITIONAL 
AND NON-TRADITIONAL STUDENTS AT GRADUATION 
Academic Factor Total · Very Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied Very Dissatisfied No Mean 
Response (5) (4) (3) (2) (1) Response Response 
n n % n % n % n % n % n % x sd 
Traditional 326 95 29.l 188 57.7 34 10.4 9 2.8 0 0.0 () 0 4.13 .70 
Quality of Instruction 
Availability of 326 117 35.9 163 50.0 36 11.0 7 . 2.1 3 0.9 0 0 4.18 .78 
Instructor 
326 129 39.6 158 48.5 30 9.2 7 2.2 2 0.6 0 0 4.24 .75 
Respect for Students 
326 131 40.2 149 45.7 29 8.9 11 3.4 5 1.5 l .3 4.19 .86 
Academic Advising 
326 143 43.9 154 47.2 26 8.0 2 0.6 0 0.0 l .3 4.35 .66 
Class Size 
Non-Traditional 349 132 37.8 171 49.0 36 10.3 7 2.0 2 0.6 1 .3 4.21 .76 
Quality of Instruction 
Availability of 349 127 36.4 147 42.1 55 15.6 13 3.7 5 1.4 2 .6 4.09 .89 
Instructor 
349 151 43.3 151 43.3 32 9.2 11 3.2 3 0.9 l .3 4.24 .82 
Respect for Students 
349 150 43.0 137 39.3 40 11.5 10 2.9 7 2.0 5 1.4 4.20 .91 
Academic Advising 
Class Size 349 139 39.8 173 49.6 32 9.2 4 l.2 0 0.0 l .3 4.29 .66 
Note: "n" may vary because not all factors applied to all students and this led to widely varying numbers ofresponses 
00 
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· In review of the Outcomes Survey for the agriculture and non-agriculture students · 
it appeared that academic factors was consistently rated higher by agriculture students. 
Each.factor exhibited a mean score above a 4.20 and every level of satisfaction percentage 
of very satisfied and satisfied combined was above ninety percent (Table 9). Eighty six 
·::· . . 
agriculture students indicated Class Size a,s the highest satisfaction level (mean score of 
4.41), yet quality of Academic Advisingtied Class Size for satisfaction level with 95.4 %. · 
In contrast, all the students, and both traditional and non-traditional students did not rate 
Academic Advising as high as the agriculture students. 
Table 9 depicted the non-agriculture levels of satisfaction for students for 
academic factors. Again, Class Size topped the rating with a 88: 9 % for very satisfied and 
satisfied combined as well as a mean score of 4.30, Furthermore, Availability of Instructor 
and Academic Advising were the lowest rated factors at 80.4 % and 82.3 %, respectively, 
for the combined satisfaction levels. However, we should realize that in all ratings, 
combined satisfaction levels were above 80 percent and the mean scores were above 4 .10 
(satisfied). 
. . . 
Iri contrast to the Student Opinion Survey where Student Employment was the 
highest rated satisfaction level, t.he Outcomes Survey at.graduation indicated financial 
services as the hig~est combined satisfaction. Table IO illustrated the levels of satisfaction 
for the selected institutional factors for all students at graduation. It should be noted that 
Financial Services rated 75.4 % satisfaction with a mean score of 3.94. In contrast, all the 
students at graduation rated Student Employment next to last (mean score of3.65 and a 
59.4 % combined satisfaction). For some reason or reasons, during the time period of 
mid-second semester to. the end of their college experience, the attitude of Student 
TABLE9 
LEVELS OF SATISFACTION ON SELECTED ACADEMIC FACTORS FOR AGRICULTURE 
ANDNON-AGRICULTURE STUDENTS AT GRADUATION 
Academic Factor Total Very Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied Very Dissatisfied · No Mean 
Response. (5) (4) (3) (2) (I) Response Response 
n n % n % n % n % n % n % x sd 
Agriculture 
Quality of Instruction 86 .· 30 34.9 52 60.5 4 4.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0 4.30 .54 
Availability of 
Instructor 86 31 36.1 48 55.8 3 3.5 2 2.23 · 2 2.23 0 0 4.20 .80 
Respect for Students 86 34. 39.5 46 53.5 5 5.8 1 . 1..2 0 0.0 0 0 4.33 .66 
Academic Advising 86 41 47.7 41 47.7 2 2.23 2 · 2.23 0 0.0 ·. 0 0 4AO .63 
Class Size 86 .· 41 47.7 41 . 47.7 3 3.35 I . 1}2 0 0.0 0 0 4.41 .62 
Non-Agriculture 
Quality of Instruction 603 201 33.3 315 52.2 68 11.3 16 2.7 2 0.3 I .2 4.16 .74 
Availability of 
Instructor 603 216 35.8 269 44.6 90 14.9 19 3.2 6 1.0 3 .5 4.12 .83 
Respect for Students 603 248 41.1 273 45.3 58 9.6 17 2.8 5 0.8 2 .3 (24 .77 
Academic Advising 603 244 40.5 252 41.8 68 11.3 19 3.2 12 2.0 8 1.3 4.17 .85 
Class Size 603 243 40.3 293 48.6 58 9.6 5 0.8 0 0.0 5 .8 4.30 .65 
00 
.i::,. 
TABLE 10 
LEVELS OF SATISFACTION ON SELECTED INSTITUTIONAL FACTORS 
FOR ALL STUDENTS AT GRADUATION 
Institutional Factor Total Very Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied Very Dissatisfied 
Response (5) (4) (3) (2) (l) 
n n % n % n % n % n % 
Financial Services 689 189 30.1 285 45.3 106 16.9 31 4.9 18 2.9 
Social Involvement/ Activities 689 139 23.2 278 46.6 150 25.1 19 3.2 11 1.8 
Orientation 689 164 25.6 289 45.0 159 24.8 19 3.0 11 1.7 
Residence Halls 689 70 19.8 164 46.5 160 45.3 38 10.8 21 6.0 
Career Planning 689 140 22.2 295 46.8 159 25.2 27 4.3 9 1.4 
Student Employment 689 125 21.7 217 37.7 163 28.4 46 8.0 24 4.2 
Note: "n" may vary because not all factors applied to all students and this led to widely varying numbers of responses 
No 
Response 
n % 
60 8.7 
92 13.4 
47 6.8 
336 48.8 
59 8.6 
114 16.6 
Mean 
· Response 
x 
3.94 
3.86 
3.90 
3.51 
3.84 
3.65 
sd 
.96 
.87 
.88 
.99 
.87 
1.03 
00 
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Employment declined. Again, note Cafeteria and Parking Facilities were not included as 
choices in the Outcomes Survey. Residence Halls was consistently the low rated factor in 
both the Student Opinion Survey and Outcomes Survey when Cafeteria and Parking were 
not considered. For all students completing the Outcomes Survey at graduation, 
Residence Halls displayed the lowest rating of satisfaction with a mean score of 3. 51 and a 
combined percentage of satisfaction at 66. 3. This indicated a borderline level of 
satisfaction. 
Table 11 exhibited data indicating that traditional students had higher levels of 
satisfaction for Social Involvement and activities, than the other institutional factors, with 
a 77.8 percent combined satisfaction and a mean score of 3.95. Astin (1977) and Tinto, 
etal. (1993) reported that involvement and full integration into social activities made a 
difference in students feeling a part of the institution and would result in better retention. 
This made sense that traditional students would indicate Social Involvement as a high 
priority or aspect of satisfaction. In contrast, Table 11 showed that non-traditional 
students depicted that Social Involvement and activities ranked fourth for satisfaction for 
the institutional factors. Financial services, Orientation, and Career Planning each ranked 
above Social Involvement for these students while Residence Halls and Student 
Employment continued to be the lowest ranked institutional factors at graduation. In fact, 
when combining the very satisfied and satisfied levels of satisfaction, Social Involvement 
as well as Student Employment and Residence Halls had less than sixty-two percent 
satisfaction for non-traditional students. 
TABLE 11 
LEVELS OF SATISFACTION ON SELECTED INSTITUTIONAL FACTORS FOR 
TRADITIONAL AND NON-TRADITIONAL STUDENTS AT GRADUATION 
Institutional Factor Total Very Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied · _ Very Dissatisfied No Mean 
Response (5) (4) (3) (2) (I) .· Response Response 
n n % n % n % n % n % n % x sd 
Traditional 
Financial Services 326 79 ·26.8 131 44.4 59 20.0 17 582 9 3.1 31 9.5 3.86 .97 
Social Involvement/ Activities 326 74 23.8 168 54.0 55 17.7 5 1.6 9 2.9 15 4.6 3.95 .84 
Orientation 326 77 24.8 144 46.3 75 24.1 11 3.5 4 1.3 15 4.6 3.90 .85 
Resfdence Halls 326 42 16.0 113 43.0 66 25.l 27 10.3 15 5.7 63 19.3 3.53. 1.05 
Career Planning 326 61 19.4 153 48.7 82 26.1 14 4.5 4 1.3 12 3:7 J.80 .84 
Student Employment 326 58 · 20.1 105 36.5 90 31.3 26 9.0 9 3.1 38 11.7 3.60 1.00 
Non-Traditional 
.. 
Financial Services 349 107 33.0 150 46.3 45 13.9 13 4.0 9 2.8 25 7.2 4.02 .94 
Social Involvement/ Activities 349 65 23.6 105 38.0 91 .· 33.0 13 4.7 2 0.7 73 20.9 3.80 .85 
Orientation 349 85 27.4 129 41.6 82 · 26.5 7 2.3 7 2.3 39 11.2 3.90 .91 
Residence Halls 349 28 14.5 58 30.1 91 47.2 11 5.7 5 2.6 156 44.7 3.50 .92 
Career Planning 349 79 25.9 132 43.3 76 24.9 , 13 4.3 5 1.6 44 12.6 3.88 .89 
Student Employment 349 65 23.3 106 38.0 73 26.2 20 7.2 15 5.4 70 20.1 J.67 L07 
00 
Note: "n" may vary because not all factors applied to all students and this led to widely varying numbers ofresponses -...J 
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Table 12 illustrated levels of satisfaction for agriculture, non-agriculture students 
at graduation. Agriculture students continued to rank institutional factors higher than 
non-agriculture students.at graduation. Agriculture students reported the highest mean 
score for Orientation (4.02). This was the only factor reported above a 4.00 for either 
agriculture or non-agriculture students for institutional factors at graduation. The 
remaining factors were close, except for Residence Halls (mean response of3.60). 
Furthermore, Orientation received a 77.4 percent satisfaction rating while Residence Halls 
received 68.5 percent. The only factor receiving less than 70 percent, other than 
Residence Halls, was Student Employment (67.0 %). 
Non-agriculture students exhibited. similar rankings to the agriculture students for 
institutional factors, yet indicated lower mean scores in each comparison. Furthermore, 
financial· services, Orientation,. Career Planning, ~d · Social Involvement were similarly 
rated for satisfaction, yet were placed in a different order. Also, Table 12 showed that the 
satisfactory level for any of the institutional factors was less than 75 percent. Frequency 
means ofless than 4: 0 were recorded by the non-agriculture students with the lowest 
. . 
score of3. 50. This indicated that a fairly positive attitude for institutional factors 
continued to exist, yet did not exhibit as high of mean scores compared to academic 
factors. 
TABLE12 
LEVELS OF SATISFACTION ON SELECTED INSTITUTIONAL FACTORS FOR AGRICULTURE 
AND NON-AGRICULTURE STUDENTS AT GRADUATION 
Institutional Factor Total Very Satisfied Satisfied Neutral Dissatisfied Very Dissatisfied No 
Response (5) (4) (3) (2) (1) Response 
n n % n % n % n % n % n % 
Agriculture 
Financial Services 86 19 24.7 42 54.6 10 13.0 4.· 5.2 2 2.6 9 10.5 
Social Involvement/ Activities 86 16 19.3 51 . 61.5 15 18.1 0 0.0 1 1.2 3 3.5 
Orientation 86 22 26.2 43 51.2 16 19.1 3 3.6 0 0.0 2 2.3 
Residence Halls 86 11 14.5 41 54.0 11 14.5 9' 11.4 4 5.3 10 11.6 
Career Planning 86 20 23.8 45 53.6 17 20.2 1 1.2 1 1.2 2 2.3 
Student Employment 86 16 18.8 41 48.2 22 25.9 6 7,1 0 0.0 I 1.2 
Non-Agriculture 
Financial Services 603 170 30.8 243 44.0 96 17.4 27 4.9 16 2.9 51 8.5 
Social Involvement/ Activities 603 123 23.9 227 44.2 135 26.3 19 3.7 10 2.0 89 14.8 
Orientation .603 142 25.5 246 44.1 143 25.6 16 2.9 11 2.0 45 7.5 
Residence Halls 603 59 14.9 143 36.0 · 149 37.5 29 7.3 17 4.3 206 34.2 
Career Planning 603 120 22.0 250 45.8 142 26.0 26 4,8 8 1.5 57 9.5 
Student Employment 603 109 22.2 176 36.5 141 28.9 40 8.2 24 4.9 113 18.7 
Note: "n" may vary because not all factors applied to all students and this led to widely varying numbers of responses 
Mean 
Response 
x 
3.95 
3.97 
4.02 
3.60 
3.99 
3.85 
3.94 
3.84 
3.88 
3.50 
3.82 
3.62 
sd 
.88 
.70 
.75 
1.02 
.76 
.76 
.95 
.90 
.87 
.98 
.91 
1.04 
00 
I.O 
Mean Comparisons For Satisfaction Levels 
For the Student Opinion Survey 
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The purpose of tl:iis section of the chapter is to explain the mean comparisons for 
traditional and non-traditional students as well as agriculture and non-agriculture students 
for the Student Opinion Survey. The statistical ''t" test was utilized to test the difference 
between the two means of academic and institutional factors' for the respective two groups 
of students. Tables 13 to 16 depicted these mean comparisons and noted the significant 
differences. 
When observing the significance between traditional and non-traditional students, 
Table 13 reported no difference for any of the academic factors. Both Availability of 
Instructor and Respect for Students indicated a . 09 difference, yet was not significantly 
different at the 95 percent confidence level. 
However, when agriculture and non-agriculture students were compared for 
academic factors at mid-second semester, differences were observed for four of the five 
factors. Table 14 reported that agriculture students significantly exhibited a higher 
attitude (P< .01) concerning Quality of Instruction, Availability oflnstructor, and 
Academic Advising. Furthermore, agriculture students indicated a higher satisfaction for 
Class Size at the 95 percent confidence level. The only academic factor that was non-
significant (P>,05) was Respect for Students. Consequently, it may be that the agriculture 
faculty spent more quality time in and out of class with students than the non:..agriculture 
faculty. 
Factor 
Quality of Instruction 
Availability oflnstructor 
Respect for Students 
Academic Advising 
Class Size 
* = Denotes P< .05 
**=Denotes P< .01 
TABLE 13 
MEAN COMPARISONS OF SATISFACTION LEVELS FOR SELECTED ACADEMIC 
FACTORS FROM TRADITIONAL AND NON-TRADITIONAL 
STUDENTS AT MID-SECOND SEMESTER 
Traditional Non-Traditional 
n x (sd) n x (sd) 
420 4.13 (.73) 264 4.14 (.88) 
420 4.00 (.78) 264 4.09 (.86) 
420 4.23 (.66) 264 4.31 (.81) 
420 4.05 (.85) 264 4.03 (.93) 
420 4.32 (.64) 264 4.33 (.60) 
t Test 
(t value) 
.15 
1.38 
1.34 
.28 
.20 
\0 
-
Factor 
Quality of Instruction 
Availability of Instructor 
Respect for Students 
Academic Advising 
Class Size 
* = Denotes P< .05 
* * = Denotes P< .01 
TABLE14 
MEAN COMPARISONS OF SATISFACTION LEVELS FOR SELECTED ACADEMIC 
FACTORS FROM AGRICULTURE AND NON-AGRICULTURE. 
STUDENTS AT MID.,SECOND SEMESTER 
Agriculture Non-Agriculture t Test 
(sd) (sd) (t value) n x n x 
78 4.40 (.57) 606 4.12 (.70) 3.95 ** 
78 4.28 (.63) 606 4.01 (.74) 3.47 ** 
78 4.34 (.70) 606 4.25 (.72) 1.06 
78 4.36 (.63) 606 4.01 "(.90) 4.34 ** 
78 4.47 (.55) 606 4.30 (.62) 2.52 * 
"° N 
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Table 15 illustrated mean comparisons for institutional factors between traditional 
and non-traditional students and showed significant differences (P< . 01) for three of the 
eight factors. Non-traditional students had significantly higher levels of satisfaction for 
Orientation, Cafeteria, and Parking Facil_ities. Ironically, two of these three (Cafeteria and 
parking) exhibited low ratings when observing the frequency data. The other five factors 
for institutional services reported no differences. 
Only one of the eight institutional factors exhibited a difference when comparing 
. . 
agriculture and non-agriculture students. Non-agriculture students significantly (P< . 01) 
preferred the Cafeteria (3.00 to 2.37) to the agriculture students (Table 16). Even though 
mean differences were as much as .20, they were not significant at the 95 percent 
confidence level for seven of the eight institutional factors. 
Mean Comparisons For Satisfaction Levels 
of the Outcomes Survey 
The purpos·e of this section is to discuss the mean comparisons for traditional and 
non-traditional students along with agriculture and non-agricultu.re students at graduation. 
from the Outcomes Survey. As previously mentioned, the statistical method used was the 
"t" test. Mean comparisons for the above mentioned groups are listed in Tables 17-20. 
Traditional and non-traditional students completing the Outcomes Survey 
indicated no significant differences of mean scores for the five academic factors. Both 
traditional and non-traditional students indicated mean scores above 4.09 in each factor 
(Table 17). Therefore, both age groups were satisfied(> 4.00) at the same level for the 
five academic factors. 
Factor 
Financial Aid 
Social Involvement 
Orientation 
Residence Halls 
Career Planning 
Student Employment 
Cafeteria 
Parking Facilities 
L 
TABLE15 
MEAN COMPARISONS OF SATISFACTION LEVELS FOR SELECTED INSTITUTIONAL 
FACTORS FOR TRADITIONAL AND NON-TRADITIONAL 
STUDENTS AT MID-SECOND SEMESTER 
Traditional Non-Traditional tTest 
(t value) 
n x (sd) n x (sd) 
251 4.02 (1.0) 190 4.10 (1.11) .782 
176 3.92 (.79) ,59 3.80 (.58) l.247 
305 3.59 (.85) 160 3.79 (.89) 3.44 ** 
158 3.48 (1.13) 40 3.33 (1.10) .766 
95 4.23 (.62) 66 4.17 (.76) .53 
97 4.39 (.70) 58 4.25 (.87) 1.040 
234 2.62 (1.08) 117 3.29 (1.19) 5.125 ** 
359 2.97 (1.19) 208 3.25 (1.15) 2.758 ** 
Note: "n" may vary because not all factors applied to all students and this led to widely varying numbers ofresponses 
* = Denotes P< .05 
**=Denotes P< .01 
'f 
Factor 
Financial Aid 
Social Involvement 
Orientation 
Residence Halls 
Career Planning 
Student Employment 
Cafeteria 
Parking Facilities 
TABLE16 
MEAN COMPARISONS OF SATISFACTION LEVELS FOR SELECTED INSTITUTIONAL 
FACTORS FROM AGRICULTURE AND NON-AGRICULTURE 
STUDENTS AT MID-SECOND SEMESTER 
Agriculture Non-Agriculture t Test 
(t value) 
n x (sd) n x (sd) 
51 3.98 (.99) 382 4.06 (1.03) .5394 
40 4.07 (.64) 189 3.90 (.72) 1.538 
55 3.73 (.83) 3.99 3.72 (.80) .0841 
31 3.43 (1.03) 158 3.63 (1.14) .9707 
20 4.43 (.47) 132 4.19 (.69) 1.617 
20 4.50 (.49) 125 4.33 (.61) 1.388 
49 2.37 (.95) 296 3.00 (1.11) 4.19 ** 
64 3.17 (1.12) 494 3.08 (1.16) .6023 
Note: "n" may vary because not all factors applied to all students and this led to widely varying numbers of responses 
* = Denotes P< .05 
**=Denotes P< .01 
'° VI 
Factor 
Quality of Instruction 
Availability of Instructor 
Respect for Students 
Academic Advising 
Class Size 
* = Denotes P< .05 
**=Denotes P< .01 
TABLE17 
. -
MEAN COMPARISONS OF SATISFACTION LEVELS FOR SELECTED ACADEMIC 
FACTORS FROM TRADITIONAL AND NON-'TRADITIONAL 
-- STUDENTS AT GRADUATION 
Traditional Non-Traditional t Test 
(t value) 
n x (sd) n x (sd) 
326 4.13 (.70) 349 4.21 (.76) 1:42 
326 4.18 (.78) 349 4.09 (.89) 1.39 
326 4.24 (.75) 349 4.24 (.82) 0.00 
326 4.19 (.86) 349 4.20 (.91) .14 
326 4.35 (.65) 349 4.29 (.66) 1.18 
'° 
°" 
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Table 18 indicated that agriculture students had significantly higher attitudes 
concerning Quality oflnstruction ( 4.30 to 4.16, P< .05), and Academic Advising ( 4.40 to 
4.17, P< .01) than non-agriculture majors. However, agriculture and non-agriculture 
students reported no. differences for Ayailability of Instructors, Respect for Students and 
Class Size, even though the agriculture· students had a slight tendency to have higher 
· attitudes for these factors than non-agriculture students. 
Table 19 reported mean score differences (P< .05) for Financial Aid Services and 
Social Involvement from the Outcomes Survey for traditional versus non-traditional 
students. However, non-traditional students exhibited higher attitudes for Financial Aid 
Services ( 4. 02 versus 3. 86), while traditional students preferred Social Involvement/ 
activities (3.95 to 3.80). The latter made sense to the researcher because more traditional 
students live on campus and participate in clubs, organizations, athletic events, etc. This 
agrees with Astin (1975, 1985), Hyatt (1980), Billson and Terry (1982), Nowick and 
Hanson (1985), and Webb (1986) in regard to students living in Residence Halls, 
participating and being more socially involved. Although, Residence Halls did not exhibit 
a significant difference, traditional students reported a slightly higher (non-significant) 
attitude (3.53 to 3.50). Furthermore, Orientation, Career Planning and Student 
Employment reported no differences. However, non-traditional students indicated a 
slightly higher, but non-significant, attitude for Career Planning and Student Employment. 
Data from the Outcomes Survey further reported, in Table 20, that 86 agriculture 
students had higher attitudes for each institutional factor than non-agriculture students. 
However; all factors were non-significant, except for Student Employment. Agriculture 
Factor 
Quality of Instruction 
Availability of Instructor 
Respect for Students 
Academic Advising 
Class Size 
* = Denotes P< .05 
**=Denotes P< .01 
TABLE18 
MEAN COMPARISONS OF SATISFACTION LEVELS FOR SELECTED ACADEMIC 
FACTORS FOR AGRICULTURE AND NON-AGRICULTURE 
STUDENTSAT GRADUATION 
Agriculture Non-Agriculture 
n x (sd) n x (sd) 
86 4.30 (.54) 603 4.16 (.74) 
86 4.20 (.80) 603 4.12 (.83) 
8.6 4.33 (.66) 603 4.24 (.77) 
86 4.40 (.63) 603 4.17 (.85) 
86 4.41 (.62) 603 4.30 (.65) 
t Test 
(t value) 
2.14 * 
.86 
1.16 
J.01 ** 
1.53 
\0 
00 
TABLE19 
MEAN COMPARISONS OF SATISFACTION LEVELS FOR SELECTED INSTITUTIONAL 
FACTORS FROM TRADITIONAL AND NON-TRADITIONAL 
STUDENTS AT GRADUATION 
Traditional Non-Traditional 
.. 
Factor n .· x (sd) n x (sd) 
Financial Aid 326 3.86 (.97) 349 4.02 (.94) 
Social Involvement 326 3.95 (.84) 349 3.80 (.85) 
Orientation 326 3.90 (.85) 349 3.90 (.91) 
Residence Halls 326 3.53 (1.05) 349 3.50 (.92) 
Career Planning 326 3.80 (:84) 349 3.88 (.89) 
Student Employment 326 3.60 (1.00) 349 3.67 (1.09) 
Note: "n" may vary because not all factors applied to all students and this led to widely varying numbers of responses 
* = Denotes P< .05 
**=Denotes P< .01 
t Test 
(t value) 
2.17 * 
2.31 * 
0.00 
.39 
1.20 
.87 
\0 
\0 
Factor 
Financial Aid 
Social Involvement 
Orientation 
Residence Halls 
Career Planning 
Student Employment 
TABLE20 
MEAN COMPARISONS OF SATISFACTION LEVELS FOR SELECTED 
INSTITUTIONAL FACTORS FROM AGRICULTURE AND 
NON-AGRICULTURE STUDENTS AT GRADUATION 
Agriculture Non-Agriculture 
n x (sd) n x (sd) 
86 3.95 (.88) 603 3.94 (.95) 
86 3.97 (.70) 603 3.84 (.90) 
86 4.02 (.75) 603 3.88 (.87) 
86 3.60 (1.02) 603 3.50 (.98) 
86 3.99 (.76) 603 3.82 (.91) 
86 3.85 (.76) 603 3.62 (1.04) 
t Test 
(t value) 
.10 
1.52 
1.58 
.83 
1.87 
2.43 * 
Note: "n" may vary because not all factors applied to all students and this led to widely varying numbers of responses 
* = Denotes P< .05 
**=Denotes P< .01 
-0 
0 
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students indicated a mean score of3.85 while a mean score of 3.62 was reported for non-
agriculture students for Student Employment (P< . 05). One note of interest was that 
Table 18 depicted a higher attitude level from agriculture students fot academic 
advisement by faculty, but Table 20 did not exhibit a significance for Career Planning 
from the institutional factors. It may be presumed that the majority of the agriculture 
students were receiving their career advise from the agriculture faculty. 
Mean Scores for Most Often Given 
. Reason for Leaving 
Students that officially withdrew from Eastern completed the Withdrawal/ 
Nonreturning Student Survey. Students had the choice to choose 48 reasons for leaving 
from five different categories. The categories included personal, academic, institutional, 
financial, and employment reasons for departure. Three hundred and three students 
completed the survey during the time period of fall 1995 through the spring of 1998. 
Records indicated (Table 21) that the same five reasons for leaving was given each year. 
These five reasons were ''Conflict between job and college", "Job acceptance" and 
"Unexpected expenses" as well as "Health related" and "Family responsibilities." The 
mean scores were above 1.46 each year ( 1996-1998) for each of the five reasons. In 
addition, mean scores of 1.14 or lower were reported for the other identified items. These 
items included "Dissatisfied with social life", "Financial aid inadequate", "Disappointed 
with the Quality of Instruction", "Academic Advising", and "Impersonal attitudes by the 
faculty and staff" These.items were representative of the academic and institutional 
factors in this study. 
TABLE 21 
MEAN SCORES FOR REASONS MOST OFTEN GIVEN FOR LEAVING 
Reason 1996 (rank) 1997 (rank) 1998 (rank) 
Conflict between job and college 1.63 (I) 1.52 (3) 1.64 (I) 
Job acceptance I full-time 1.59 (2) 1.54 (1) 1.61 (3) 
Unexpected expenses 1.58 (3) 1.46 (5) 1.49 (5) 
Health related 1.52 (4) 1.47 (4) 1.64 (l) 
Family responsibilities l.50 . (5) 1.53 (2) 1.50 (4) 
Financial aid inadequate 1.14 (20) 1.11 (23) 1.03 (42) 
Disappointed with Quality of Instruction 1.12 (24) 1.09 (28) 1.14 (19) 
Dissatisfied with social life 1.1 O (27) 1.09 (28) 1.03 (42) 
Impersonal attitudes of faculty and staff 1.08 (29) 1.04 (42) 1.04 (41) 
Academic Advising inadequate 1.08 (29) 1.05 (37) 1.11 (28) 
major reason= 3 minor reason = 2 not a reason = I 
Mean Total 
1.60 
1.58 
1.51 
l.54 
1.51 
1.09 
1.12 
1.07 
1.05 
1.08 
(rank) 
(I) 
(2) 
(4) 
(3) 
(4) 
(28) 
(24) 
(33) 
(37) 
(31) 
0 
N 
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The consistent pattern of having the same factors each year is not particularly easy 
to explain, yet could make predictions very simple. Three of the top five reasons for 
leaving exhibited symptoms of financial trouble, yet financial services was earlier rated at a 
satisfied rate. In fact, non-traditional students indicated it as the highest rated factor at 
graduation. Apparently, Eastern Oklahoma State College is offering satisfactory financial 
services, yet finances for the individual students continues to· be a problem. Whether or 
not these scores are truly the reasons for leaving or whether the highest scored items were 
the most socially acceptable may be a question that needs to be addressed in another 
study. However, in this study, one of the assumptions was that students were truthful in 
their responses to the surveys. 
Table 21 further included mean totals for the three years and reported "Conflict 
between job and college" the number one reason for students leaving college (mean score 
of 1.60). Secondly, "Full-timejob acceptance" ranked next with a mean score of 1.58, 
while ~'Health related" factorsrated third (1.54). Completing the top five, "Unexpected 
expenses" and "Family responsibilities" tied for fourth and fifth with a mean score of 1.51. 
The three reasons that related to financial problems ( conflict between job and college, full-
time job acceptance,' and unexpected expenses) rated first, second, and fourth, yet 
"financial aid inadequate" ranked 28th with a mean score of 1.09. Note, the two remaining 
top five reasons that are related to personal reasons could not be given assistance to the 
student by the college. 
In addition, Table 21 included various reasons that dealt with academic or 
institutional factors. The factors that eluded to academic or faculty matters were 
"Disappointed with Quality of Instruction", "Impersonal attitudes of faculty and staff" and 
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"Academic Advising inadequate." Each of the academic items ranked in the lower one-
half of the 48 choices by the students. Moreover, mean scores were less than 1.12 
compared to above 1. 51 for the top five reasons. 
Lastly, "Dissatisfied with social life" could be an indicator to the isolation problem 
that many students encounter in their college experience. Tinto (1987) indicated that the 
main reason for leaving college was an incongruence between academic and social 
integration for the individual. In this study, the mean score of"Dissatisfied with social 
life" was 1.07 and ranked 31 81 . Compared to the above academic factors, students ranked 
social reasons for leaving.similar in their attitudes for departure, and was not in the top 
twenty-four reasons for leaving. Therefore, the average of the students leaving generally 
left for other reasons than academic or .social integration problems. 
CHAPTERV 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
The purpose of this chapter is to summarize the findings related to the purpose 
and objectives of this study. After a review of the findings, conclusions and 
recommendations will be presented based upon the analysis of the findings. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to determine and compare student satisfaction with 
selected academic and institutional factors at Eastern Oklahoma State College from 1995 
to 1998. 
Objectives of the Study 
In order to accomplish the purpose of this study, the following objectives were 
utilized. 
1. To measure and determine if there were differences in student attitudes toward 
selected academic and institutional factors at mid-second semester and at graduation. 
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2. To measure and determine if there were differences in student attitudes of 
traditional and non-traditional students toward selected academic and institutional factors 
at mid-second semester and at graduation. 
3. To measure and determine if there were differences in student attitudes of 
agriculture and non-agriculture·students toward selected academic and institutional 
factors at mid-second semester and at graduation. 
4. To identify major reasons for student withdrawal from Eastern Oklahoma State 
College. 
Design and Conduct of the Study 
Records ·were obtained from the American College Testing Program (ACT) and 
from Eastern Oklahoma State College to assess attitudes (levels of satisfaction) of 
students. These records were from three standardized ACT surveys; Student Opinion 
Survey, Outcomes Survey, and the Withdrawal/Nonreturning Student Survey. The data 
was collected during a three year period (fall of 1995 to spring of 1998). Surveys were 
collected during the school year that seemed most appropriate to the students educational 
experience. One thousand six hundred and seventy-six students completed surveys during 
this time frame. 
Characteristics of the Respondents 
Students completing the surveys were students enrolled at Eastern Oklahoma State 
College (Main Campus). There was not any differentiation for residence or commuter 
design of the study, comparisons for age groups and major field of study were divided 
and observed. 
Major Findings of the Study 
The major findings of the study were divided into five sections. They were as 
follows: 
1. Frequency distributions for the Student Opinion Survey 
2. Frequency distributions for the Outcomes Survey 
3. Mean comparisons for the Student Opinion Survey 
4. Mean comparisons for the Outcomes Survey 
5. Reasons given most often for leaving 
Frequency Distributions for 
Student Opinion Survey 
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Five factors were selected from the survey that alluded to academic areas. The 
factors of notice were Quality of Instruction, Availability of Instructor, Respect for 
Students, Academic Advising, and Class Size. In addition, eight factors were singled-out 
for institutional factors. The eight factors were Financial Services, Social Involvement, 
Orientation, Residence Halls, Career Planning, Student Employment, Cafeteria Services, 
and Parking Facilities. In each case, the researcher observed the attitudes concerning 
these key areas that contribute to retention/attrition problems. 
In all cases for academic factors, the Student Opinion Survey, at mid-second 
semester, reported Class Size highest for levels of satisfaction. Furthermore, Respect for 
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Students followed closely in second, except when comparing agriculture and non-
agriculture students. Agriculture students. indicated Quality of Instruction as the second 
most accepted academic factor. Also, agriculture students rated all factors higher than 
non-agriculture students. Probably the most notable summation for academic factors 
from the Student Opinion Survey was that each group rated all factors above the 
satisfactory level (x> 4.0). Furthermore, the lowest frequency of Very Satisfied and 
Satisfied was approximately 75 %, whereas the highest was close to 95 percent. 
In reference to institutional factors from the Student Opinion Survey, at tnid-
second semester, students consistently ranked the Cafeteria the lowest and Student 
Employment Services the highest. For both Cafeteria Services and Parking Facilities, 
students indicated they were displeased. Both factors reported means of three or less. In 
either case, less than one-half satisfaction for both factors is alarming. All groups rated 
four of the remaining five institutional factors above a 3.50. The exception was 
Residence Halls. Only non-agriculture students indicated a mean above a 3.5 for 
Residence Halls. These data indicated satisfactory attitudes from students for five of the 
eight factors, yet Residence Halls were considered marginal and Cafeteria Services and 
Parking were dissatisfied. 
Frequency Distributions for Outcomes Survey 
Data from all students reported similar findings to the Student Opinion Survey. 
Again, Class Size consistently had the highest mean.score and percentage of satisfaction. 
In fact, all academic factors were perceived satisfactory. This was shown by a seventy-
eight percent or higher rating for very satisfied and satisfied combined from the 
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respondents for each academic factor. More specifically, agriculture students reported the 
best attitudes for academic factors and indicated Academic Advising as high as Class 
Size (95.4 % satisfactory combined frequency). 
In contrast to the Student Opinion Survey where Student Employment Services 
ranked the highest satisfaction for institutional factors, the Outcomes Survey at 
graduation revealed Financial Services as the highest mean score and frequency for all 
students. By the time of graduation, students depicted Student Employment Services 
second to the lowest factor. Cafeteria Services and Parking Facilities were not available 
in the Outcomes Survey for the graduating respondents. Traditional students rated Social 
Involvement as the highest level of satisfaction while non-traditionally aged students 
ranked Social Involvement fourth out of the six factors. Non-traditional students reported 
financial services the highest level of acceptance, and it was the only mean score above 
4.00. Agriculture students continued to rank institutional factors higher than non-
agriculture students. All factors were close, except Residence Halls, for agriculture 
students. Non-agriculture students followed agriculture in similarity by ranking 
Residence Halls lowest, but ranked the remaining factors differently than agriculture 
students. However, except for Residence Halls, both agriculture and non-agriculture 
students indicated positive attitudes· for institutional factors .. 
Mean Comparisons for Satisfaction Levels 
for the Student Opinion Survey 
Table 22 illustrates a summary of records from 1995 to 1998 for all factors for 
both comparison groups. The data reported that traditional and non-traditional students 
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differ in their attitudes for acaqemic factors. Also, when comparing mean attitudes for 
institutional factors, non-traditional students·depicted better attitudes than traditional 
students for Orientation, Parking and Cafeteria Services. There were no differences of 
mean comparisons for Financial Services, Social Involvement, Residence Halls, Career 
Planning, and Student Employment, yet students were satisfied. However, Residence 
Halls was on the borderline of being satisfied (3.48 and 3.33 mean scores). Agriculture 
students significantly reported higher ratings than non-agriculture students in Table 22. 
Yet, the non-agriculture students preferred the cafeteria over the agriculture students. In 
addition, agriculture students exhibited higher levels of satisfaction for the academic 
factors, yet did not exhibit the same sentiment for institutional factors from the Student 
Opinion Survey at mid-second semester. 
Mean Comparisons for Satisfaction Levels 
for the Outcomes Survey 
Table 23 displays a summary of mean comparisons for traditional and non-
traditional students as well as agriculture and non-agriculture students at graduation. The 
data continued to show no significant mean differences for academic factors at the end of 
their two-year college experience for traditional and non-traditional students. However, 
agriculture students indicated higher attitudes, significantly, than non-agriculture students 
for Quality of Instruction and Academic Advising. Therefore, upon graduation most 
students did not differ in attitude on most academic factors, yet agriculture students rated 
their experience with faculty and advisors higher. 
* 
TABLE22 
SUMMARY OF MEAN COMPARISONS FOR TRADITIONAL AND 
NON-TRADITIONAL STUDENTS AS WELL AS 
AGRICULTURE AND NON-AGRICULTURE 
STUDENTS AT MID-SECOND SEMESTER 
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Traditional Non- . Agriculture Non-
traditional Agriculture 
Factor X X X X 
Quality of Instruction 4.13 4.14 4.40 4.12** 
Availability of Instructor 4.00 4.09 4.28 4.01 ** 
Respect for students 4.23 4.31 4.34 4.25 
Academic Advising · 4.05 4.03 4.36 4.01** 
Class Size 4.32 4.33 4.47 4.30* 
Financial Aid Services 4.02 4.10 3.98 4.06 
Social Involvement 3.92 3.80 4.07 3.90 
Orientation 3.59 3.79** 3.73 3.72 
Residence Halls 3.48 3.33 3.43 3.63 
Career Planning 4.23 4.17 4.43 4.19 
Student Employment 4.39 4.25 4.50 4.33 
Cafeteria Services 2.62 3.29** 2.37 3.00** 
Parking Facilities 2.97 3.25** 3.17 3.08 
= p < .05 
** = p < .01 
TABLE23 
SUMMARY OF MEAN COMPARISONS FOR TRADITIONAL AND 
NON-TRADITIONAL STUDENTS AND AGRICULTURE AS 
WELL AS NON-AGRICULTURE STUDENTS 
AT GRADUATION 
Traditional Non- Agriculture Non-
traditional · Agriculture 
· Factor X X X X 
Quality of Instruction 4.13 4.21 4.30 4.16 * 
· Availability of Instructor 4.18 4.09 4.20 4.12 
Respect for Students 4.24 4.24 4.33 4.24 
Academic Advising 4.19 4.20 4.40 4.17 ** 
Class Size 4.35 4.29 4.41 4.30 
Financial Aid Services 3.86 4.02* 3.95 3.94 
Social Involvement 3.95 3.80* 3.97 3.84 
Orientation 3.90 3.90 · 4.02 3.88 
Residence Halls 3.53 3.50 3.60 3.50 
Career Planning 3.80 3.88 3.99 3.82 
Student Employment 3.60 3.67 3.85 3.62 * 
* = p< .05 
** = p < .01 
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Furthermore, Table 23 showed that records from the Outcomes Survey (at 
graduation) for institutional factors indicated differences for Financial Services and 
Social Involvement between traditional and non-traditional students. Traditional students 
reported higher satisfaction with the social opportunities while non-traditional students 
preferred the Financial Services. 
However, Table 23 revealed that when agriculture and non-agriculture students 
were compared, agriculture students rated only Student Employment Services 
significantly higher than their counterparts. Financial and Social Involvement was not 
significantly different for agriculture and non-agriculture students. As compared to Table 
20, all other institutional factors did not exhibit significant differences, even though the 
agriculture students consistently reported higher satisfaction mean scores than non-
agriculture students. 
Reasons Given Most Often for Leaving 
Mean scores related to reasons for withdrawal were reported for students that 
officially withdrew from the college. Ten of the 48 items were selected to be reported by 
the researcher as shown in Table 24. The higher the mean score represented the most 
often reason given for leaving. Three of the top five, out of 48, reported financial reasons 
as the most often given reason for departure. Ironically, students indicated high levels of 
satisfaction with the Financial Services at Eastern from the frequency data. Therefore, 
services were provided satisfactorily, yet the lack of planning, budgeting, or unforeseen 
financial situations had arisen and the students departed. 
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TABLE24 
SUMMARY OF REASONS GIVEN FOR LEAVING 
Reason Mean Rank 
Conflict between job and college 1.60 1 
Job acceptance/full-time 1.58 2 
Health related 1.54 3 
Unexpected expenses 1.51 4 
Family responsibilities 1.51 4 
Dissatisfied with Quality of Instruction 1.12 5 
Financial aid inadequate 1.09 6 
Academic Advising inadequate 1.08 7 
Dissatisfied with social life 1.07 8 
Impersonal attitudes of faculty and staff 1.05 9 
Major reason = 3 Minor reason = 2 Not a reason= 1 
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Some authors such as Demos (1964), Green (1973), and Tinto (1987) have 
indicated that financial trouble was really not an issue, but was an "easy way out" and 
was the socially acceptable.choice for departing. However, in a depressed economic or 
high unemployment geographical area, finances may truly be a legitimate reason for 
leaving. 
Two of the top five choices that were listed that did not relate to finances were 
health related problems and family responsibilities. These two items are generally 
incongruent with institutional strategic planning and are very difficult to determine or 
control. 
Some of the factors listed in this study such as Academic Advising, Quality of 
Instruction, Social Involvement, Attitudes Toward Students, etc. were ranked low as 
reasons for leaving college. Even though Cafeteria Services, Parking Facilities, and 
Residence Halls scored lowest by the students, these factors were not the primary reasons 
reported for departure. .The concern we may have relating to. financial reasons for 
departure could be one of the lack of financial planning by the individuals, not the 
services provided by the college.· However, financial planning workshops for students 
may be merited for future consideration. 
Conclusions 
1. Overall levels of satisfaction were nearly equal for academic factors between 
mid-second semester and graduation. Levels of satisfaction in institutional factors were 
slightly lower at graduation in most factors. All factors at most times rated satisfactory 
except Residence Halls, Cafeteria, and Parking, which were neutral. This indicated 
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students were satisfied with academic and institutional factors overall both at mid-second 
semester and graduation with very little variation in any factors. Most were satisfied with 
class size as indicated by ratings. 
2. There were no significant differences between traditional and non-traditional 
students at either mid-second semester or graduation in academic factors and all rated 
satisfied. Three institutional factors (Orientation, Cafeteria Services, and Parking 
Facilities) were rated significantly higher by non-traditional students at med-second 
semester. Two (Financial Aid Services-higher and Social Involvement-lower) were rated 
significantly different by non-traditional students at graduation. This indicated they 
agreed on a majority of the factors and were satisfied with all but Cafeteria Services. 
3. Agriculture students rated all academic factors higher than non-agriculture 
students with four significantly higher at mid-second semester and two at graduation. 
They rated one institutional factor significantly lower at mid-second semester and one 
significantly higher at graduation than the non-agriculture students. This indicated 
agriculture students were more satisfied than non-agriculture students with all factors 
( except Financial Aid Services, Residence Halls, and Cafeteria Services at mid-second 
semester.) 
4. Three of the top five reasons for withdrawal from school related to finances 
(or job), but all only rated as minor reasons. Identification of major reasons for 
withdrawal was not accomplished. 
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Recommendations 
1. It is recommended that current emphasis and support be continued for all 
academic and institutional factors, except Residence Halls, Cafeteria, and Parking 
Facilities, which need additional emphasis and support. 
2. It is recommended additional emphasis and support ve placed upoh 
Orientation, Cafeteria, Parking Facilities, and Financial Aid Services for traditional 
. . 
students and on Social Involvement for non-traditional students. 
3. It is recommended additional emphasis and support be place on Financial Aid 
Services, Residence Halls, and Cafeteria Services during the first year for agriculture 
students. 
4. More research is needed into why students withdrew, but current findings 
reinforce the need for additional emphasis and support in financial areas. 
5. Specific recommendations include: 
a. Enhance Student Employment opportunities, especially for the 
sophomore students. 
b. Survey the students to consider modifications for Cafeteria Services and 
Parking Facilities. 
c. Utilize training workshops for personnel in Residence Halls to assist 
with social integration, referrals and intervention. 
d. Include a financial planning workshop for students within the 
Orientation program (within the first six weeks of school). 
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STUDENT OPINION SURVEY (2-Year College Form) 
DIRECTIONS: The information you supply on this questionnaire will be kept completely 
confidential. However, if any item requests information that you do not wish to provide, 
please feel free to omit it. Your Social Security number is requested for research purposes 
only and will not be listed on any report. 
SOCIAL SECURITY 
NUMBER 
Q 1eorUl'lder 
~ I I C' -,, I r::, I I I 11,~ 0 1t 
. n , n , n n , n n , n , n,n ·•o20 
QMale 
QFemale 
0 21 
0 22 
0 231025 
0 211029 
0 30to:W 
rJl 8 :~:~~, 
Q African-American Of Black 
Q Nat+.... American (Indian,~ Ha-llan) 
Q C.uc:aNln or White 
Q Me•k:a~A"*1ean, Mulcan Orig+n 
Q Aman Atl"*tcan. Ori.ntal. Pactflc Islander 
Q P!At'lo Rican. Cub9n. Other uttno or Hlapenlc 
Oo,,-
0 I prefer not to rNpond. 
Q O or Only Occia1iona1 Jot.. 
01to 10 
011 1020 
0 211030 
Q 31 to40 
Oo.., 40 
'·'2"'-' 
DO YOU RECEIVE 
ANY TYPE OF FEDERAL. 
use a ball-point pen. nylon-tip or felt-tip pen. fountain pen, marker. or colored pencil. Some 
items may not be applicable to you or to this 2-year college (community college. junior 
co llege, etc.). If this is the case. skip the item or mark the " Does Not Apply" option. If you 
wish to change your response to an item, erase your first mark completely and then blacken 
the correct oval. Select only ONE response to each item. 
Q No Deftn1te Purp()M in Mind 
Q To Take a Few Courtes tor S.lf-lmprcwement 
Q To Take • F- Job-Relatad or Job-Required COU!'M9 
Q To Take CourNs Nec .... ry tor TraMferring to AnotMr 
2· YHr Col .. ge 
Q To Take Courus N.c:nury for Transfentflg to a 
4-YHr College or Un,,...rsity 
Q To Complete a VocatiOnal/Technieal PTogram 
~ .· Q To Obtain or Maintain a Certlfk:allon 
~ Q To Obtlun an AHoclate O.OrH 
0 01 .... 
Q Full-Tune Student 
Q Part-Tnne Student 
o, v .. r 
Q2v .. ,.. 
Q3y .. ,.. 
Q 'or More Year1 
0 A- to A (3 50~.00J 
.. -. Q B to A- {3 00-3 49) 
~ Q B- to B (2.50-2.911) 
Q C to 8- (2.00-2 491 
QC- to C (1 50-1 .911) 
Q O to c- (1 .00·1 49} 
Q S.k,w O (0.D0--0.911) 
Q Ha,... Not Estabt+s~ 
a Grade Average 
~; 
_,..,..£~" 
WHICH TYPE 
OF CLASSES 
DO YOU MOST 
FREQUENTLY ATTEND? 
Q Day Clanes ( Morning 
o r Attemoon) 
Q e.eningCIHMI 
Q w..-enct c i ..... 
Q OtMr 
I 
~ 
WHICH OF THE 
FOLLOWING WAS TRUE 
FOR YOU AT THE TIME 
YOU FIRST ENTERED 
THIS 2-YEAR COLLEGE? 
STATE, OR COLLEGE·SPONSO~ED 
STUDENT FINANCIAL AID? 
(Sehoter1hlpe, Orenb, Wortl·lludy, .tc.) 
Q En1er11Cl o,reelly trom H,gh SchOOI 
Q Entera>d after WOfl11ng tor a PerkM:1 
of Time I E•clud1ng Summer Work) 
ri ) 0 ~:~:rred trom Anothar 2- Year 
Q Tr•nsterrlld from a -4-Ye•r College 
o r Un11fef1ily 
~'1 0 ~:: After Completing M ihta,y 
Qo,,,.. 
•1914 by The American College Teetlng Pr09ram All rights NNl"W'ad. 
Ov .. 
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~ 
l.()8214-103~ P'rinted--.U.S.A.. 
..... 
w 
0\ 
p 
A 
G 
E 
2 ~t.~~~~W~-J 
.. 
INDICATE WHETHER EACH DF THE FOLLOWING 
WAS A MAJOR REASON, A MINOR REASON, 
OR NOT A REASON, THAT YOU SELECTED 
THIS PARTICULAR 2-YEAR COLLEGE Irr MAJOR REASON 
MINOR REASON r NOT A REASON 
D Q Q Q Con11•n1enl Loc•t1on 0 Q Q Q Ottered the Courses I Wutted 
N Q Q Q Low Cost of Attending 
0 Q Q Q Could Worll Wtule Attfflding 
T Q Q Q Good Voe.tionel or AcaCHmic R•pu tation 
Q Q Q lihd the Social Atmosphere 
T Q Q Q Lik.ct the Siu ol the College 
E Q Q Q Good Chu'IC.e ol PerlOf't ll Succn1 0 0 0 2. Personal counseling services (for per· 0 0 0 0 A Q Q Q A¥ai1abillty ol Scholual'lip or Finu 'ICial Aid sonal concerns and problems) R Q Q Q Adllice ol P1rents or Reiativ" 0 0 0 3. Vocational guidance/career planning 0 0 0 0 services 
0 Q Q Q Advice ol H.gn School Counselor. Teacntf, Principal. etc. 
R Q Q Q Wanted to Be wilh Friend, 0 0 0 .t. Job placement services 0 0 0 0 
" ,.:.i;; 
s 0 0 0 5. Financial aid services 0 0 0 0 T 
A 0 0 0 6. Recreational and intramural programs 0 0 0 0 p and services 
L 7. Library/learning resources center tacil· E 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O It w .. My First Choice ities and services 
T Q It WH My S..:ond Cr,oice 0 0 0 8. Resident hall programs and sel"lices 0 0 0 0 H O II WH My Third Cnoice 
I O II Wu My Fourth Choice« Lowe, 0 0 0 9. Student health services 0 0 0 0 s 
F 0 0 0 10. College-sponsored tuloriat services 0 0 0 0 
0 IF YOU COULD START R COLLEGE OYER, WOULD YOU CHOOSE 0 0 0 11 . Student employment services 0 0 0 0 M TO ATTEND THIS COLLEGE? 
0 0 12. Cafeteria/food services 0 0 0 0 
0 0 13. College•sponsored social activities 0 0 0 0 
0 0 14. Cullural programs and activi ties 0 0 0 0 
0 0 15. College orientation program 0 0 0 0 
V 0 0 16. Credi t by examination program (CLEP. 0 0 0 0 WHAT II YOUR OVERALL IMPRESSION 
!~ ~~~i etc.) OF THE QUALITY OF EDUCATION AT THIS 2-YEAR COLLEGE? ~· · 0 0 0 17. Computer services 0 0 0 0 ~ . '" · ·-~ • ~ .it~_.,..., 
0 0 18. Parking facilit ies and services 0 0 0 0 
0 0 19. 'Veterans services 0 0 0 0 
0 0 20. Day c are services 0 0 0 0 
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Please bli.cken the oval indicatirlg your level of·satisfa~i1on ~1,h'~ch Ot the following in the OY~(J~ ihe· "'Does NOt. lPPti~ coluff'lh ~n~ pF'OC~tr to ,~~riexl. Item. Please 
aspects of this 2-year college.If any Item ls not a.pplicable to you ~r to this college, flll respond to ~ch item by choosing only one ~f~~.~e six alternatives~- · . .. .. _ 
~:i' . . ~ 
/\ 
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T ,i."4 
:.:4: 
.... ,.. ,..; ... ,,---.. 
.. -..~;,. 
··} ~:~,~·-~··1;;-~• .,..._ ,;.;... 
.. :2f~=~~:~l~~~ !.:'.'>~ : , • I-; 
1. Testing/grading system 
2. Course content in your major area of 
study 
3. Quality of instruction in your major 
area of study 
4. Out-of-class availability ol your in· 
structors 
5. Attitude of the teaching staff toward 
students 
6. V1riety of courses offered at !his 2· 
year college 
7. Class size relative to tne type of 
course 
8. Flexibility to design your own pro--
gram ot study 
9. Availability of your advisor 
10. Value ol the inlorm11tion provided by 
your advisor 
11 . Challenge offered by yo ur program 
ol study 
12. Preparation you are receiving for 
your chosen occupation 
13. Gen• ral admissions/ entry proce· 
dures 
1•. Accuracy of college information you 
received before enrolling 
15. Availability of financial aid informa· 
tion prior to enrolling 
16 Assistance provided by the college 
staff when you entered this college 
17. College catalog/ admissions public1-
tions 
18. Rules governing student conduct at 
this college · 
19. Student voice in college policies 
20. Academic probation and suspension 
policies 
21 . Purposes for which student activity 
tees are used 
22. Personal security/ safety 11 this col-
1e9e 
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0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
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·;: ,c LEVl!L OF U TISfACTlON .,-• • f ,·.·.t .. :'-:, J· •? "· LEVl!LOF U TISFACTION ' 
0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
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0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
·lJ.( 
23. Classroom facilities 
2,. Industrial arts/shop facil i lies (wood-
working. mechanical. etc.) 
25. Business-train i ng faci lit ies/ equip-
ment (computers. typewriters. etc.) 
26. Laboratory facilities 
27. Athletic facilit ies 
28. Study areas 
29. Student community center/ student 
union 
30. College bookstore 
31 . Availabilit y of adequate housing tor 
students 
32. Gener1r condit ion and appearance 
of the buildings and grounds 
33. General regislration procedures 
3-4. Availabil ity of the courses you want 
at times you can take them 
35. Academic calendar tor this college 
(semester system, etc.) 
36. Billing and fee payment procedures 
37. Concern tor you as an individual 
38. Attitude of the college nonteachlng 
staff toward students 
39. Racial harmony at this college 
40. Opponunit ies for student employ· 
ment 
41 . Opportunities tor personal involve-
ment in college activities 
•2 Student government 
•3. College media {college newspapers, 
campus radio , etc.) 
44 This college in general 
0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
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0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
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COLLEGE OUTCOMES SURVEY 
DIRECTIONS: The information you supply on this questionnaire will be kept confidential. 
Your name, while collected for research purposes, will not be individually listed on any: report. 
If any item requests information that you do not wish to provide, feel free to-omit it. 
Please use a soft·lead (No. 1 or 2) pencil to fill in ovals indicating your responses. If an item 
does not apply. to you, mark ."Not applicable." To change a- response; erase your first mark 
completely and mark the correct response . 
. SECTION I-BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
. Begin by printing your name In the boxes in Block A. Nexi:' ~t.· 
numbers In Blocks B through E and blacken the appropriate oval In 
tli\i column below each box. Complete remaining blocks by selecting 
.. an appropriate response for each item. · ' n~-. --I I I I 11 j-il I f"ll I I I I I 11 D I I 111 I I I 
Jil Socllll s.cu~iy Birth D•te Number 
(ldenuncaiUon Number) 
Month 
. 0 Jan. 
0 Feb. 
0 M1rch 010 Q April 
®1® Q May   
0 June @ 
0 July I® Q Aug. @ 
Os.p1. I® 
0 Oct. I® 
;, QNo,. I® 
· Ooee. @1@ 
I M•Jorand 
OccuP9tlonel 
Choice M~/S!:J;• Occupational Yea, Choice 
Use the enclosed 
list of college m1jons 01 @ :: ~:i=~g:,~e:\he 0 0 0 0 010 
@ €) , ~ ~ 3--digit code that bm ® ® ® ® ®i® 
@ 1@ t~ :.;=::r~ ® ® ® ® ®i® 
@!@ ~.-~· =I~~ @ @ @ @ e1e @ . @ ;·,! more tt11n one current @ @ ® @ ® @ 
® i @ ~~=-:! ~::iy~:ect ® ® ® ® ®1® 0 ! €) describes your major 0 0 0 0 0 0 ! @ educational progr•m. ® ® ® ® ®1® 
;® ® ® ® ® ®i® 
~ Credit 
Hours 
Wrilethti 
numbers In the 
boxes. Ulll!I 
leading zeros 
where necessary 
(e.g., 009 for 
9creditt). 
{£) ~:ee;P~::~;e 
ovals 
.;'.•' 
?i.r: 
Credi! Hours 
For Which 
You Ara 
Credit Hours 
ElimedHere 
Before This Term 
Credit Hours 
Accepted Here 
In Tnimter Now Enrofled 
A ,;j kll I I H· 
0t0 0!0 0 01B10 
®1® ® ® ® ®·®'® ® ®®® ®i®'® 
@ @ @ :.@i@ 
® ®® i®I® ® ® ® 1@,® 
10 ® 1'.® i 0 : 0 I® ®® •®,® 
@!fol. fo) (o) fo) fo) fo)j(o) ,® :®1® I@:® 
•vi v v•v v v v @I@ @I@@ @l@I@ 
Are you of WhJch-rmce do CIU..nahlp 
W WWW W .. 
... In which lndlCllle yl!)Ur 
Hllp•nlc/Llltlno ethnicity? you conllder 1nd l•n_guage do you plans tor the 
(Select Ono) youl'Hlt lo be? Rnldence communle11le belt? next academic yHr. 
f{ 
.~ ..,_;' 
·,·fj 
: 
::,, :- ··. 0 American Indian or Alaskan N11ive i;; 0 U.S. Citizen-In-State Student --------1~;: .. 1--:-------------1 :.·.·t10 English ? ~ 0 Plan NOT to Attend College (Graduating)" A J; 0 M1le :h O Aslin or Pacific lll•ndar ?i. 0 u_.s. Citizen-Out-of-State Student 
... ~ 
':'' 0 Black ~~;;' 0 Resident Allel'lflmmlgran1 
,i~~ 
, \ 0 ves...:..Puer1o Ric1n jr., ~ 0 White ,;.._t~ 0 Non-resident Allen/Non-immig111nt {;~ 0 Female ? • 0 Yes-Cuban, Cuban-American 1~i O Multiracial: 
ff1. -: ; Q V_as-Other Hispanic/Latino {) --· ... D•- I , .. 1. .. .-.u, .. f?{ , .. •'1"''."T: 
~ .· ·: 0 Spanish .:~ Q Pian NOT lo Attend (Stopping Out) 
'
·:~. :·_· Q An Asian Language f:.'.'. Q P11n to Re-en.roll In this College. 
"~ ·: Q Other t't:<. 0 Plan to Attend AnotMr College 
~-: Q Undecided 
_____JI~ .... ~- ~:;:: ..,, -~~ urn•::'~"'''. _ "''C" ...-~-, > ~ ·'"'"•' :~:-, ., ·•· -, ..... .Z} .. ~-, ·'•:>'·• ~, ,,.,._, .~ ....... .,,,. i;;.. 
Eduestlon1I Achievements and GOltll I .RffPOMlbllltln and Time AIIOC811on1 
(Mtrk ONE DYOI In EACH column.) I 
Highest Degree You Have Already RR9lnd : lnclcate the. number ol houra per week you currently spend n Degree You Are Now Pursuing at this College I }~ on NCh type of acllvtty Hated below. r fr Highest Goal You Now Intend to Pursue In Your Uteume I + _r- Highest Goal You Had When You First Enrolled Here 11 o 1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-30 31+ 
' ~o~~o~....:.,,oo:._~o,,.:.:..._~. ~o:.:_;~o~.:......~o-~~~~Actl~~---,-~~~ci-~.lltudylng~~ .... ~,~-1~~ 
cl--B-•ck-----L-ll-•U-me--------------------------1:,.;,'1 Q Q Q Q Q Q O Other Lnming Experiences(e.g., lntemlhip, Practicum) 
ground Gool ·- F11ho, Molhe, 0 0 i:, o. : O·· ; o:--r o· Oeoiie,,ocouo..OrQ•nluflono(Polltlcol.Soclol.Rellg ..... ) 
0 0 0 0 Some High School o, Leu . . . . 0 . . 0 0 0 0 0 0 . 0 0 Collego-SpoMO<ed E,ent, (e.g., Play,. Exhlblta, Spo'1s) 
-~ o o · o o HlghSchoolDl ......... oeoc«tlticolo -- . o· · ·:-·· o,"' o·::c-- {Y· o'. o o · o o----oyn,ont-.. .....,-- ...... "' 0 0 · 0 0 Some Col~ge. No Deg'90/C.rtlllcat~· ·· 0 · ··· .. ~. 0 ~ 0 · · · 0 ·· · 0,' 0 0 · · 0 0 O....,_ Pold Employment Not•-.,,.;.; .,, · · 
·o O·t:·: 0 Ov.-....vr.........i~:f:t O :'./i5,0:F O,L o:.,. o:. O·. 0 O· Oon.-Paldemp1oymen1_.,_ ·. 
0 0 0 0 Auoc;ateOeg'" 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 O~PoldEmploymehtNol_.,_ 
c': 0 O·.,,;.,· i O o·-- \ ,.,.of,i'.';"i.'::'M'i!;)t ;ii!f,"9 ' 0 ~:;:,,:: Oil:' O,~\C O\i'J o;,::."'.: o: 0 0.. Oc..o1Famlli,to.g..Spouea,9"1d,-) .:· : ;c;_:; 
"i1 
0 0. . 0 0 Mu1af, Deg'" (MS. MA, MBA) .. . 0 . . 0 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 Off-C-,, Communlly S.M~ (e.g .• Rellglouo. Ctvlcl 
··.CLO~· o o --ne1Deg,w(Phb.w.~JliL-~ _o · ·; · o·,, o·· .. o· · o· · o o o o~--ia;ii-,-.M---1 " 
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2. Developing problem:...Olving skills 
3. ~ing to think arid reason 
4. l.DC:adng, screening, and organizing information 
5. Thinking objectively about beliefs, attitudes, and 
values · 
8. Developing my creativity, gen8f'ating original ideas 
and products 
7. Improving my writing skills 
B: Readlr:'g with greater speed and better comprehension 
9. Speaklrig more. effectively 
10. Further developing my stu~y skills 
11. ~stenlng to and understanding what others say Ir::::: 12. Leaming to formulate and re-shape my lifetime goals 13. Devel~ping openness ta new ideas and practices 
lndlcllle your vlew8 of required cow, .. OUTSIDE your IMjor. 
!-'"f"i"' 1;t~ IT Strongly Agree · · Agree ' ITITNautral. Neither Agree nor Disagree Disagree I '-Strongly Disagree .· + + . TNot Appllcable ta Me 
,. ... !Nd CourMI outmJe my.,.. ol tpeelallzdlon helped me ..• 
O O O ·o .o ·,·o ... thlnk·aboulmymaforin"thecontextofalargerworldvlew. 
0 0 0 0 0 0 ... de,olop,u"wholope,oon.• 
0 0 0 .0. 0 I O ... •~SN"eciate great works of lllerature, phlloaophy. and •rt. 
0 0 0 0 0 0 .... bro.-my--ofdivenltyunonopeopio.lholr..i ... , .. ........_. 
Q · Q Q Q O '. Q . , . inc, .... my knowledge of the urth and Ill physical and biological resaurcn. 
·.10 0 ·o O O 10 ... OUDdof-ktoorgomumylNmlng.wllh"'ond ...... .-ofltudy. 
0 Q O Q Q ! Q ... become a niore Independent and self-directed leamer. 
.. , ~:i!{;;i\{~l::iait~~r? 
14. Acquiring kn()Wl~e and skills needed for a career ooooo{i 
15. Becoming.com~ntlnmymajor - - 0 0 0 0 0 tfi·· 
16. Apprec:iating the fine arts, music, llwature, and ·1he O O O O O · :~N 
h_uman1tte:s . , • ;~;; . 
17. Broadening my lntellectuaH.nterests :- 0 0 0 0 0 ·\it 
. . . . "A:"'· 
18. ~:,c:sve::g1ers:c!~f!:8 and rewardng uses of my O O O O O )~ -
19. Learning pnriCiples for improving phy$ieal and mental 
health 
20. Developing 'effective Job--seeking Skills (e.g., interview-
ing, resu_ma construction) ' .. 
.21. Learning abou.t career options 
22. Applying scient~flc know_ledge and ~kills 
23. Learni_ng principles for consariing and improving Iha 
global environment · 
24. Effectively using technology {e.g., c:amputers, high-
tech equ_ipment) · 
25." Learning about the role of science and technology in 
society 
·o o o o o 
0 0 0 0 0 
28. ~~~=:::~~rn:nd applying math concepts and stii- · I O Q O o o I• 
Indicate th• extent to which you 911rw wllh the tollowl119 .t91emenll about 1h19 college. 
ITStrongly Agree . Agree · ITU Neutral, Neither Agree nor Disag~ r-:Dlsagree 
't ,strongly Disagree 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 g g g g 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
Q 01. Thia college has helped me meel the goals I ca .. hera to achieve. 
Q 2. H Choosing a college~ would choose this one. 
Q 3. My experiences here have equipped me. to dul..,.. possible career changes. 
Q 4. I WOUid recommend this cOll9ge to others. 
Q 5. Thia college fs equatly supportive ol women and-n. 
Q ti. My experiences here have helped mOtivate me •make eornething ol rny me. 
Q 7. This college is equally supportive ot all raclal/etflllic groups. 
Q a. 1 am proud af my .:compllshlMfltl at this collel9. 
Q 9. Tlua college welcomes and uses feedback from•dents to improve the coitege. 
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(ii':' . . . . . . . , . . ,.:, SECTIONJ! CONTINUED . 
f \('v~ur ~..;;~·~~~nee entering ihi~ ~olleg~ ca~ be a~~~~teil ~ many~. sorF;,, ~1df;';NoT i,_; ·~~~ ~;.;; ex~nces at~hl~ ~II~ •. 
. '.' . PERSONAL GROWTH: Indicate to.the LEFT oi each Hem the .extent of your growth since entering this college (regardless of the extant of the contribution made by your experiences ai 
:• this college). . . . i :., . . . . . . . .. ' .•. :;":,:.< .. 
(\COLLEGE.CONTRIBUTION: Indicate to the RIGHT of each Hem the extent of the college'• contribution (I.e., your.college experiences both In and out of claas) to your growth 
~ . .( (regsrdl"98 of the extant of ·your P81'SC!n&I growth In a given 8!98). . · . , •. , . ~ ,· .:. ·.' . , 
.. ~ 
2. Becoming more wllllng to consider opposing 
points.of view 
~- Interacting. well with people from cultures 
other than my own. 
4. Improving ffl)'. ability to relate to others 
5. Preparing to cape with changes as they occur 
(e.g., In career. relationships, lifestyle) 
6. Developing leadership skills 
7. Actively panicipating In vOluntear work to 
· suppon worthwhile causes 
8. Leeming to be adaptable,· tolerant. and willing 
to negotiate 
9. Seeking and. conveying the spirit of truth 
10. Becoming 'mo.re aware of global and lnternaa 
tional issues/events 
11. Preparing myself to participate effectively In 
the electoral process 
12. Becoming more aware of local and national 
political and social issues 
13. Gaining insight Into human nature through the 
study of literature, history, and the arts 
14. Recognizing mr. rights, responsibilltiea. and 
privileges as a citizen 
15. Becoming aensttive to moral injustices and 
ways of avoiding or correcting them 
16. Understandit,g religious values that differ from 
my own 
17. Taking responsl~lilty for my own behavior 
18. Leaming how to become I more responsible 
tamHy member 
. 20. Develo"ping · a sense of purpO:H;· value. arid 
meaning for·mv Ille 
21. Learning how to manage finances (personal, 
family, or business) · 
0 0 0 0 I 01 22. Duling fairly with a wide range of people. 
23. Developing moral principles to guide "."Y 
actions and. decisions 
24. ::.::~~ftu':rc::~iate social ekllla tor use In 
25. Becomtrig academically com~t 
26. Developing productive work relattonshipa with 
both men and women 
27. Increasing my Intellectual curiosity 
28. Setting long--term or "life" goals 
29. Constructively expressing both emotions and 
,Ideas 
30. Understanding myself, my talents, and my 
· interests · 
31. Developing self-confidence 
32. Becoming more willing to change and leam 
new things · 
33. Developlng my religious values 
34. Improving my abUlty to stay with pro;ects until 
they ant finished 
35. Becoming I more effective member in a multJ.. 
cultural society · 
38. Acquiring a well-rounded General Education 
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''SSECTION lll~ SATISFACl;ION W"" 
Gl~E~ t'rffl~l.J.}j~!} ~J?,Jf-E 
~i.ffl!-~·-~,;-~"-ilil/,l!.·""~;f..._.,_  
·91-~1on . ·· '!Kil.of_~~~ Yi ... ,, 
Satisfied 
Neutral. Neither Satisfied nor Dissatisfied 
Dissatisfied nVery Satisfied Irr r r No Rating Possible: Not AppUcabi.: Not Able to Judge Very Dissatisfied 
0 0 Q Q Q Q t . Faoutty,.._,.,,tudento 
., 'i,I Q Q Q Q Q Q 2. Qu,Jltyollnot,uctlon 
P.f O Q O Q Q O 3. AYt Hability ot faculty for ofl'lc• app(ltntm9nts 
0 0 0 0 0 0 •. eono.n,,.,,,,. .... ,. ... .,.., 
Q Q Q Q Q Q 5. Informal contllci with l,culty In non-ac.Mmic 1.nlng1 
0 0 Q O O Q e. Quality of my program of study 
'Ji;~· Q Q Q Q Q Q 7. OuaUty o1..-m1c ..,,,.,no 
7_,: Q Q Q Q Q Q I . My ..,,M of belonglng on th l1 campua 
U O O O O O O 1. c,--,. 
ti;i: Q Q Q Q Q Q 10. FleKible d9'9rN requlr•m•nt• 
i• 
, . 0 0 0 0 
~,: g g g g 
'··· 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
~
o o o o 
. 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
'. 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 IO 11. Semc:et fOf rictim1 of crime and huaument 
Q Q 12. Student tMnll l health servlcn 
Q ] Q 13. R~ hall NNicft and program, 
Q j Q 14. Vllta~nm Mme" 
Q I Q 15. Langua,ge, development servicn lor students who,.. fi rst lang uage is NOT English 
Q IQ 115. Student heallh/wellnua serv1cu 
Q Q 17. C.mpu1 AIDS education program 
Q IQ ti. Freedom from harassment Of1 campu• 
Q ! Q 19 PwrsonaJ MCurity/ .. lety on campu• 
Q t Q 20. CoH99e rnponH to nonlr•dltlon•l studen!s (e g. Older. per1·time) 
Q j Q 21 . Ru• governing •ludent conduct 
Q ! Q 22. College rNponM to • tudent• wtth •pecl•I nNdl (e.g., diutM<t, h•ndlcapPad) 
Q I Q 23. C.mpu• atmosphere of ethnic, politieml. 1nd rellglou1 undentending 
Q j Q 24. Cotlege soci• I • ctivitln 
Q I Q 25. OpportunittN ror lrm>lvement in campu1 • etlvitiM 
Q IQ 29. RecrHtional _•nd intr•mural progr•ms 
Q Q 27. C•l'Nf Pl•nn•ng services 
Q 11 Q 28. Prectical '#OB eapenences ottered in •re•• rel1ted to my m•ior 
Q Q 29. Job pl•cement s.,-vicn (e.g ., opportunitiH to link with emploY9rs) 
Q Q 30. Personal counseling HfVicn (e.g ., rHolving person1I problems) 
Q I Q 31 . New student orientation Mrvk;es 
0 I O 32. Financial ..... N;ca, Q Q 33. Nl'W student placement In rnding!wrlllng, math coursH 
Q Q 34 Student acceu to computer tacilitin and MMcn 
Q Q 35. Deve+opmental, remedial , and Morial Ml'Vlc". induding writing Labs. math Labs 
Q I Q 38. Ubrvylleaming reeourcea center Mrvicn 
Q Q 37. Tr1n1fet" of courN credits from oth., colleges 10 this college 
Q Q 38. Variety of COUrMI offentd 
Q Q 31. Thi1 col*)9 In general 
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How ..... • contribution do you fNI your edueetlonel 
••perMnCel M rtlls colege t... mede to your growth 
end~ m Heh of the toUowlng ..... 1 
c....- Conlnbulloft to Yow O A-10 A (3.50-'-CIO) 
. ..., 
Q-
Q 
0 
0 
0 
0 
Orowlh/~ Q 8 to A- (3.00-3.49) 
GRat 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
..... 
-· 0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
u ... 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
.... 
Q lntt Uectual Growth (Acquiring Know\.. 
edge. Skill• . Ideas. Con~ts. Analyt· 
ieal Thinking) 
Q Personal Growltl (Oe ..... oplng Sell-
Understanding, Sell-Discip line, and 
Mature Att itud.., Yalun, and G<>11 l1) 
0 ::i~~i~:!~.n::r:~:,~1 ~= 
lutly 10 1 Variety of Socia.I !uu11ion1J 
Q PreparaOon !Of Further Study 
0 Preparatton for CatNr 
,: Q 8- to B (2.50-2.99) 
It~ Q C to 8- (2.00-2.49) 
;~ QC- to C (1 .50-1.19) 
, ~' Q O to C- (1.00-1 .49) 
1
' 0 Below O (0.00-0 99) 
•: Q 0oee Not Apply ~ · ~ 
~-
f. r~ 
;i..: 
'-';t,·~ , - --.-,.SECTION V 'ADDITIONAL.QUESTIONS .. ·· ·)i'J!:1~ 
~·~·~~-~~:..i:d 1• ··~···~ .... __ ,::;:- ;~ :~;. -·.~· _ .. !. .~ _;_. ,,..;,-·" · --~ .... - , .. f , _ .... w ··-~: ~J...:.: ~"f,lr;f: 
~ ; iin..idl110;;~-~ ; , ;,;tlli~.;;·ci-,;.;;.iio,;.',~~~ wiih iliiHom,,-piiue u.l ;i. }'J 
,.1:-"~ll«!Ct10!' to record your1'91po~. •.!-::_·.~:·.·. · ,.1:,.,,.,- . .:,,'? ~::·. '"'.· ~: · ~-· __ . ·.- .. ·:.~·.:: ; ·. ':.~;.;. ~ 
t I 2 I 3 I• Is I• 11 I• 1t110111112113 l1' l15 lt1l1111111112012112212312•12s120 121121121130 
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··WITHDRA WING/NONRETURNING 
STUDENT SURVEY 
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WITHDRAWING/NONRETURNING STUDENT SURVEY 
(SHORT FORM) 
DIRECTIONS: The information you supply on this questionnaire will be kepr completely 
confidential. However. if any item requests information that you do not wis·n to provide, 
please feel free to omit it. Your Social Security number is requested for re~earch -purposes 
only and will not be listed on any report. 
Plea§e use a soft (No. 1 or 2) lead pencil to fill in the oval indicating your respollse. DO-NOT 
use a ball-point pen, nylon-·tip or felt-tip pen. fountain pen, marker, or colored penCil. Some 
items may not be applicable to you or t6 this college. If this is the case. skip the item or mark 
the "Does Not Apply" option. If you wish to change your response to an item, erase your first 
mark completely and then blacken the correct oval. Select only ONE response to each item. 
SECTION I-BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
Begin bY writing- your Social s·ecurity number in the laf"ge boxes at the top of Block A. ! remaining_ blocks by blackening the single mos, appropriate .oval in each case. Then. in the column below each box, blacken the appropriate oval. Complete the 
r.J SOCIAL SECURITY ~ ~ RACIAUETHNIC 1:1 WHAT WAS YOUR ~ FOR WHAT PURPOSE DID NUMBER AGE GROUP FINAL CLASS LEVEL YOU ENTER THIS COLLEGE? (ldentitic.llon Number) AT THIS COLLEGE? (Select Only One) 
11 H 11-11 (1 18 or under 0 Afrtcan-Amencan or Black Q Freshman Q No Delinile Purpose in Mind 0 19 0 Native Amerrcan {Indian. Alaskan. Hawaiian, 0 Sophomore 0 To Take II Few Job-Related Courses 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ,0 0 Caucasmn or While 0 Juruor 0 To Take a Few Courses tor Sell-lmprovemenl 
Ii) Ii)@ Ii) @ @ (i) (i) (i) C 21 0 Mexican-American. Mexican Origm Q Senior C To Take Couraes Necessary !or Transfemn_g 
(i)@@ Ii) @ (i) (i) @ @ 0 22 0 Asian American. Oriental. f>acif1c Islander 0 Graduale or ProlMS1onal Studenl to Another College 
0 0 0 0 © © © © © (!2J102s Q Puerto Rican Cuban Other Latino or Hisoanic 0--Special. Student 0 To Obtflin or Maintain a Certification 
@ @ @ @ @ [J © €) (v C261029 Q Oth~r 0 Other.'t.inclass1hed Q To Complele a Voca11onal/Technica1 Program 
© © © © © ©. © © €' 0301039 0 t prefer not to respond 0 Does Not Apply to This College 0 To Obtain an Associate Degree 
(i) © 0 (i) (i) (i) (i) © (,) (; 4010 61 Q i-o ob1am a Bachelor"s Degree 
© ® ® © ® © © © © , Ci 62 or over 0 -To Obtain a Masler·s Degree 
@ ® @ © El @ ® ® ~L 0 To Obtain a Doctorale or _e Proless1onal Degree 
© fl @ ® © (1 @ (:' f; 
II WHAT WAS YOUR ~ WHAT TYPE OF SCHOOL DID lil'SEX II MARITAL l!I WHAT TYPE OF ~ WHAT WAS YOUR PRIMARY ENROLLMENT YOU ATTEND JUST PRIOR STATUS TUITION DID YOU RESIDENCE CLASSIFICATION STATUS AT THIS COLLEGE? TO ENTERING THIS COLLEGE? PAY AT THIS COLLEGE? AT THIS COLLEGE? 
0 High School 0 Unm·arried !Including Siflgle, 0 In-Slate Tuition 0 lri•Slate Studeni 
0 Full· Time Student Q· Vocat,onal.'Techmcal School 0MalP. Divorced. and W1dowftd) Q Out-of-State T uttion 0 Out-of-State Student 
0 2-Year College 0 Mamed Q Doe~ Nol Apply to This College 0 tnterna1iona1 Student 
.. 0 4-Year College or Umvers11y 0 Separated !Not U.S C111ze1'.1) 
0 Part-Time Student 0 C:iraduate1Proless1onal College 0 Female 0 Prefer Not_ to Respond 
Q Other 
LI WHAT ONE ~ .. INDICATE YOUR ~ SECTION II-ADDITIONAL QUESTIONS RESPONSE BEST DO YOU PLAN If AN ADDITIONAL SET DESCRIBES YOUR MOST RECENT TO RE-ENROLL 1 2 3 • 5 • 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 -16 17 18 19 20 PLANS FOR THIS COLLEGE RESIDENCE AT THIS COLLEGE?. OF MULTIPLE-CHOICE 
COMING YEAR? QUESTIONS IS 0 0 © © © © 0 © 0 © © 0 © 11'1 0 © © © 0 0 INCLUDED WITH THIS ® ® ® ® €1 ® 0: ® ® ® © ® ® ® ® © ® ® ® ® 
0 Work Full T,me or Part Time o·coUege R~s1dence Hall 0 Yes FORM, PLEASE USE © © © G © © @ © © © © © © © © © © © €) © THIS SECTION TO 0 Enroll 1n College 0 Fralerrnty or Sorority House 0 Undecided RECORD YOUR @ © @ ® @ ® @ © © © © © © © © © @ © © ® 
0 Oblam a Job and Enroll ,n 0 ColleQ~ Married Student Q No RESPONSES. ID © © f) © © [1 ® €: €: If, ® (i) ® © [) €1 €1 fl (i) 
College Housing © @ @ 1"1 I') I') (": I') I')® I') 0 I') I') (i (i) I')(') (: €1 
0 Care for a Home and/or Family 0 OIi-Campus Room or Apartment TWELVE OVALS ARE ® @i ® @ ® @ 0) @ @; ® @ © @) @ €! © f; @; ® © Q Other Q Hof"ne of Parents or Relahve PROVIDED FOR EACH 8 8 e e 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 El @ 0,i 01 e 8 e El El 
0 U~decided 0 Own Home QUESTION, BUT fEW 0 0 0 0) 0 C1 0 0 G c, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 OUESTIONB REQUIRE 0 0\her THAT MANY CHOICES. 0 G G 0 C (: 0 G 0 0 G c, 0 0: 0 0 0 G, 0 0 
SIMPLY IGNORE THE €1 e (", ~! 8 (C F- IE.! 0 f.J If El f; ~I (C; E.: I" ,., € El 
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SECTION Iii-REASONS FOR LEAVING THIS COLLEGE 
Listed below. are a number of·reasons why a student might leave college. Please 
blacken the oval indicating whether_ each of the reasons listed was a major reason, a 
MAJOR MINOR NOt: A . 
,,, 
1 ·. Learned all I wanted t9 learn at this ti"me 
. ;~..' Decided to ·attend a different college 
.·' . 
·2..,-· Health-related problem (family or personal) 
-·"', 
.. ~ ,- Wanted a break lrom my cOllege studies 
·;- Wanted 1() move ·to (or was transferred to) a new 
":=I location · 
, :!_) Marital situation changed my educational plans 
. ;··, Difficulty · in obtaining transportation to this 
,_ .. ,J coU~e 
'·iJ Uncertain_.about the ~alu~ of a college education 
_, (. 9 ! Commuting distance to this college was too great i ..._, ·.· . 
i' (~ Child car, was not a.vailable or was-too costly 
15~ . 
a. · '.:::!!_./ Family responsibilities were too great 
(~ Did not like the size ol this_ college 
,.... . 
~) Experience~ emolional problems 
(~) Felt racial/ethnic tension 
@ Felt ~lo~ or isolated 
(~ . 2_. Influenced by parents or relatives 
@ Had Confli~ts wi~h my roommate(s) 
z~ w.~;~d to. live· nearer to my parents or loved ones 
~I @ Wanted to travel 
. ~--~e' Dissatisfied with my grades 
,.-..,. . 
· 21 ; Was suspended or plaCed On probation 
.._. _____ . -------· 
REASON REASON REASON 
o I o I o 
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o I o I o 
o I o I o 
o I o I o 
o I o I o 
o I o I o. 
o I o I o 
o I o I .b 
o I o I o 
g I 22 Courses were too d1tri~ult O O 0 
a ! I 23 · Courses were not challenging O O 0 
C1--~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-'l--~~+-~~-l-~-~ I 24 Inadequate study habits O O 0 
25 Too many required courses 
26 01sap·pomted with the qualtty or instruction at this 
"-I colle.2_e 
C: 0 
(' 
0 
.-, 
J 
minor reason, or not a reason that you decided to leave this college. 
/., 27 .. Desired major-was.-i,01 offered by· this college 
-··' ,.- . .· . 
28 ·, ~~~s~Ti;f~~t:: _olfere_d. but· course content· 
29 Academic advisiiig was in8ciaquate 
-' I 30 Experienced·crass schEtduting problems 
~ . . 
2t3·1 .... _ e 32 
.... ; ~ 
Dissatisfied. with the academic reputi.lion of this 
college 
Could .n.ot find housing I _liked 
Unhappy_ with colk,ge rules and regulations 
34 Impersonal attitudes of college faculty Or stat~. 
35; -Dissatisfied with the _soci8.i" lite at this colleg9 
. 36 lnad~uate facilities for physically handicapped 
'-..I .~ students · ·· 
/i .~~ .. Did not. budgel my money· cOrrec~ly 
J8 Encountered unexpected eX.Penses d. . 
.. 
..,!} Applied for flnBnci81 aid, but did not r!!t(:eive it 
~ -~ ~ Firiancial ~id rec_eived w8s inadequate 
I · 41\ Tuition and fees were more than I could afford 
- ._J 
.. ---.. . 
.:4!, Could not find parMime work at this college 
e) Could not obtain summer ·employment 
......._1 ··~ Cost of living was too high in this community 
MAJOR I MINOR 
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0 
-::: 45 \ Wanted ·to gel work experience O · 0 0 
z ~ ! .46 Accepted a ·1ull·time jQb O O 0 
0 0 .·· . . it 47 Conflict between· demands pf job and college 0 0 
2t-+-~~~~~~~~~""-~~~~-
..::. 48 ~Jie~~~sen occupation did not reqwre more 0 0 0 
Please reexamine your major reasons for leaving this coll8ge, and indicate the sing'M' 
most Important reason by completely blackening the circlll;l containing the number .of 
that re~SO!'I. For example, if your most imPortant reason-tor leaving college was ''19 
Wanted to travel," yciu would blacken the circle containing the number "19" as illus· 
!rated below. (Blacken· only one circle.) 
(1""9 Wanted to travel • .,_. 
~ 
-..J 
APPENDIXD ... 
INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD . 
APPROVAL FORM 
148 
Dale: 06-30-97 
OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY 
INS1TIUllONAL REVIEW BOARD 
HUMAN SUBJECTS REVIEW 
IRB#: A0-97-028 
Propual TIiie: ASSESS STUDENT ATTITUDES ON RETENl'ION ASPECTS FOR EASTERN 
OKLAHOMA STATE COLLEGE . 
Prlllclpal Inw1tlplor(1): J8IIICI P. Key, Randy Harp 
Reviewed and ProcaHd u: Excmpl 
Approval Stalm Recommended by Reviewer(,): . Approved 
ALL APPROVALS MAY BE SUBJECT TO REVIEWBY FUU. INStrnmONAL REVIEW BOARD AT 
NEXT MEETINO, AS WELL AS ARE·SUBJECTTO MONITORING AT ANY TIME DURJNO 1llE 
APPROVAL PERIOD. 
APPROVAL STATIJS PERIOD V ALIDFOR. DATA COUECTION FOR A ONE cAI..ENDAR YEAR 
PERIOD AFl'ER WIBCH A CONTINUATION OR RENEWAL REQUEST IS REQUIRED TO BE 
SUBMITl'EO FOR BOARD APPROVAL. 
ANY MODIFICATIONS TO APPROVED PROJECT MUST ALSO BE SUBMITl'ED FOR APPROVAL. 
Comment,, Modlllatlolll/Condlllolll for Approval or Dllappl'DYal an u foU.-
lt appears that neither names or social SCl:llrity nwnbcrs will be giwn to lbe n=sean:bln. Further, lbe saan:hm 
state· that. !he survey data 11111 extant data arid released in a "mini-assrepto" Coma lackins speeific idaitilicn. 
lben:f'cn, Ibis applieation is exempt 
Date: JW111 30, 1997 .· 
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